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ABSTRACT
RE-EVALUATING THE CRIMINAL INVESTIGATIVE PROCESS:
AN EMPIRICAL EVALUATION OF CRIMINAL INVESTIGATIONS
IN THE UNITED STATES
by Jeremiah J. Rayner
August 2014
Criminal investigations are a fundamental part of the police mission. Little
research or scientific inquiry has been considered in this area. However, within
the past fifty years there has been some noteworthy research performed. Still,
the amount of research undertaken within the realm of the criminal investigative
process has not corresponded to the magnitude of its importance in everyday
police operations. The research by Chaiken, Greenwood, and Petersillia (1976)
on the criminal investigative process was the most substantial contribution to the
research of the criminal investigative process in its time. However, in 2001 nearly
twenty-five years had passed since the publication of the Chaiken et al. (1976)
research; Horvath, Meesig, and Lee (2001) researched and published a
nationally representative study conducted on the criminal investigation process.
This study attempts to fill the literary void by describing the modern criminal
investigative process. The author hopes to accomplish this by conducting a study
that will compliment comparisons between past and present findings, thus,
leading to a more comprehensive understanding of the criminal investigative
process.
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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION
Criminal investigations are a fundamental part of the police mission (Dean
& Staines, 2011). However, there has been little research or scientific inquiry in
this area. In fact, it appears many criminal justice scholars have essentially not
taken notice of the void in the literature regarding the investigative process.
Womack (2007) states in her research that more is known about the patrol
officer’s role in criminal investigations than the role of the investigator. However,
within the past fifty years there has been some noteworthy research performed.
While there has been some research on the topic, the amount of research
undertaken within the realm of the criminal investigative process has not
corresponded to the magnitude of its importance in everyday police operations
(Horvath et al., 2001). Some speculate the lack of interest in the criminal
investigation process is that some of the more sensational crimes (i.e.,
homicide), have historically experienced higher clearance rates (Jensen, 2003).
Therefore, many scholars may believe an examination of this process was
unnecessary. Conversely, between 1998 and 2003 the homicide clearance rate
fell 22%, and in 2006 it decreased an additional 9% from 2003 (Federal Bureau
of Investigation, 2007). The decline in clearance rates for homicides has not
been unnoticed by the public or the academic community (Jensen, 2003).
Furthermore, many reported estimates regarding the cost of crime and
victimization in the United States are staggering. It appears as though scholarly
examination of the criminal investigative process is warranted when considering
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the lack of research on criminal investigations over the past 13 years, the
fluctuation in crime clearance rates, and the increases in technology and costs.
One of the first significant research studies on the criminal investigative
process, commonly referred to as the Rand Report, found criminal investigations
could be viewed as a process that involves several opportunities for decision
making (Chaiken et al., 1976). Some of the more current studies have examined
the criminal investigative process in more of a gradual or factional fashion,
opposed to focusing on the criminal investigative process as a whole. For
example, contemporary research tends to examine micro and macro factors that
affect the manner in which police make their decisions. Marche (1994), Smith
and Flanagan (2000) have suggested that individual factors are correlated with
the knowledge of what clears crime. An investigator’s experience, training, and
level of formal education are all examples of individual factors that may affect the
knowledge of what clears crime (Anderson, 2001). All of the given examples of
research are notable; however, none present the criminal investigative process in
its entirety.
Horvath et al. (2001) suggest that there is an apparent “systems” effect as
a consequence of police investigations (p. 4). Their research found that each
component in the system is affected by the actions of the other components.
Additionally, these actions are dependent upon one another. The public and the
police generally filter out the majority of criminal incidents from “the system.”
However, the nature and extent of this filtering depends upon the collection of
information the police obtain from the public and how that information affects the
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investigation process. The ability of police to utilize the information obtained and
resolve the crime influences public appreciation and support. In turn, information
can drastically affect the productivity levels throughout police investigations. The
amount of community cooperation generally affects the manner in which
prosecutors, as well as others in the system, manage cases (Horvath et al.,
2001).
The majority of the research to date with the exception of Horvath et al.
(2001) tends to indicate that the knowledge surrounding the effectiveness of
efforts used to improve various parts of the investigative process is relatively
limited. The criminal justice system and many of internal components are
generally interrelated and work under significant resource constraints. Therefore,
the allowance of various improvements in the productivity of a certain component
would likely increase the workload of another. Thus, increasing workloads
without increasing the resources to supplement the additional work could
possibly force agencies to constrain their workloads (Cavanaugh, Boyum, &
Nambiar, 1993).
It is necessary to counterbalance changes in certain areas of the criminal
investigative process in order to accommodate improvements which could in turn
have negative unwanted/unanticipated consequences on the success of new
programs or methods being implemented. All of this to say, that if the
investigative process in not analyzed and improved upon (as every evolving
component in the system should be) and without studying the process, the
investigative processes components, and how they interact when manipulated
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within the interrelated realm of the criminal justice system, the result could be
inefficiency or even failure within the investigative process. The goal is to
become more informed and understand how the process works, what
advantages there are within various investigative processes or procedures, and
how to make these processes advantageous for other aspects of the system
(Bayley, 1995).
Statement of the Problem
As it was indicated in previous research, the investigative role of police
has been and will continue to play a crucial role in the police mission (Horvath &
Lee, 2002). The role of police investigations directly affects the response of the
justice system to crime and possible crime control. Despite this, the investigative
process remains, as it has for many years now, in need of an evaluation (Law
Enforcement News, 2000). Although Horvath’s previous research indicated there
had been numerous improvements in various scientific areas of investigation,
clearance rates for some serious crimes had declined (Horvath et al., 2001). The
previous research presented the impression that although the criminal justice
systems appeared to have evolved; it indicated little had changed in much of the
criminal investigative process. Over a decade has passed since Horvath et al.
(2001) research was conducted and still little is known about the investigative
process. Much of what is known and practiced in “modern” investigation
processes is based mostly on relatively limited research that is outdated and at
times even conflicting. Along with these limitations, policing in general has
changed significantly over the years since much of the initial research was
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conducted. The nature and extent of the crime problem in many instances have
changed as well. For example, much of the literature concerning the investigative
process is based on information prior to the significant advancements in
technology which have occurred over the past thirteen years. Additionally,
previous research was based on data prior to the terrorist attacks on September
11, 2001, which may have impacted law enforcement agencies. The impact
these and other changes have had on the investigative process is unknown.
Having outdated research makes it difficult to interpret and apply the research in
a contemporary context. Thus, the need is increasing for a more up-to-date and
comprehensive empirical understanding of the police investigative process.
Purpose of the Study
In this study the author has set out to locate suitable measures that
reliably capture and quantify the investigative process of police. An analysis of
the existing investigative literature has led the author to design and conduct this
research with the intent of complimenting previous research, which will allow for
empirical comparisons between past and present research. The goal of the
present study is to utilize these quantifiable components within the investigative
process to analyze and interpret methods or procedures that are, or could be, of
greater value to the investigative process than those that presently exist. The
author’s intent is to obtain generalizable empirical information in an attempt to
contribute to the knowledge, skills, and abilities of practitioners, as well as to fill a
void in the literature which currently exists.
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CHAPTER II
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE
The Criminal Investigation Process
Little is known about the intricacies of the criminal investigative process;
therefore, it is important to continue to examine police investigations with an eye
toward identifying factors which research can evaluate in order to improve upon
the overall process. Two main reasons have been offered in an attempt to
explain the research performed on the investigative process. The first centers
upon the police/public relationship. The police/public relationship has been
viewed as an interdependent factor, especially as it relates to criminal
investigations. The ability of the police to work well with the public is believed to
have had a substantial impact on the success of criminal investigations. The
second reason concerns how the police’s investigative efforts are able to yield
important evidence. For these reasons, scholars have characterized the criminal
investigative process as a portal to the criminal justice system (Horvath et al.,
2001).
While conducting criminal investigations, the manner in which police
interact with the public has been found to directly affect how the police
investigate crime (Jensen, 2003). Some research has indicated this interaction
may influence the success of the investigation. Existing research indicates that
serious crimes are generally reported by the public opposed to police detecting
the crimes themselves (Bureau of Justice Statistics, 1998; Skogan & Antunes,
1979). In fact, the largest source of intelligence during an investigation is that
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provided by the public (Horvath & Meesig, 1998). The relationship between the
police and the public can influence the general effectiveness of the police in the
performance of their crime-fighting function.
However, the importance should be placed on other issues that may be
factored into the successes or failures of the criminal investigative process. One
element which research indicates may play a substantial role in the criminal
investigative process is the work conducted by patrol officers. There has been a
substantial amount of research over the past two decades conducted on the role
and importance of the patrol officer, especially as he/she relate to investigations
(Kenney, White, & Ruffinengo, 2010). Other factors that may have substantial
effects on the criminal investigative process are the selection, training,
management, supervision, and evaluation of the investigators involved (Horvath
et al., 2001), all of which were measured in this research.
Prior Empirical Research on the Criminal Investigation Process
Horvath et al. (2001) noted that the availability of federally-funding for
crime-related research in the 1960’s stimulated many initiatives to examine the
criminal investigation process. In 1965, the President’s Commission on Law
Enforcement and Administration of Justice generated a significant interest in
policing. However, compared to the attention that the other areas of criminal
justice were receiving, the research surrounding criminal investigations was and
continues still to be deficient (Jensen, 2003). In fact, much of what was known
about the investigative process prior to 2001 was derived from a study conducted
on detective activities, which was commonly referred to as the Rand Report on
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the Criminal Investigation Process. This study was widely cited prior to Horvath,
Meesig, and Lee’s 2001 research (Chaiken et al., 1976). The most recent and
notable research was conducted by Horvath, Meesig, and Lee in 2001. This
study was the most comprehensive national representative study believed to
have been conducted on the criminal investigative process.
This section reviews the relevant empirical research findings of previous
research and provides a comparative analysis between prior research and the
current study. This section as the previous research was, will be divided into six
areas: Organization, Patrol Officers, Investigators, Investigation Management,
Investigation Support, and Investigation Effectiveness. These focal areas of
concern were utilized to guide and examine the current and previous research.
The Rand Report
The Rand Corporation’s research conducted in the 1970’s (The Criminal
Investigation Process: A Summary Report) was widely considered to be the most
influential study on police criminal investigations (Chaiken et al., 1976). This
study is more than thirty-five years old; however, it remains the first of a very few
national assessments of the police investigative process in the United States.
The Rand Study provided Horvath, Meesig, and Lee (2001) a foundation to
create a study that would allow for comparisons, whilst permitting the researcher
to develop a more comprehensive understanding of the criminal investigative
process. Horvath et al. (2001) did this by reviewing the four primary objectives of
the Rand Study listed below and by also utilizing the available literature to
facilitate a more encompassing study.
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Major Objectives of the Rand Report on Criminal Investigations:
1) To describe, on a national scale, current investigative organization and
practices;
2) To assess the contributions that police investigation makes to the
achievement of criminal justice goals;
3) To ascertain the effectiveness of new technology and systems being
adopted to enhance investigative performance;
4) To reveal how investigative effectiveness is related to differences in
organizational form, staffing, procedures, etc. (Greenwood, Chaiken, &
Petersilia, 1977, p. 2)
Chaiken et al. (1976) utilized a mailed survey of a
nonrandom sample of police agencies to conduct the study. The researchers
sent three hundred questionnaires to the largest county and municipal police
agencies throughout the country. The generalizability of the findings would later
come into question in regards to the researchers’ decision to only include the
largest agencies in the study. The response rate for the 1976 survey was 51%,
resulting in 153 returned surveys. Another limitation was how the response rate
of 153 only equated to 1% of the police agency population in the United States at
the time the research was conducted. A summary of the Chaiken et al. (1976)
research findings are discussed in the following sections. As previously
mentioned a secularized analysis of past and present research will be continuous
throughout this research in order to simplify comparisons. In the Horvath et al.
(2001) research, the authors classified the findings into the six categories
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previously discussed. These six focal areas will be echoed in the current
research as well (Horvath et al., 2001).
Organization
Generally, Chaiken et al. (1976) found investigators represent
approximately 17% of sworn personnel within the police agencies. Investigators
were assigned to headquarters and were centrally organized in about two-thirds
of the agencies. This type of organization held true even when agencies had
separate commands for geographic subdivisions. Most investigators were
assigned to some type of specialized unit (i.e. crimes against person, sex related
crime, burglary, etc.). However, it was discovered that after only a few years prior
to the Chaiken et al. (1976) project, many of the agencies (almost one-half) had
significantly reclassified their investigators and placed them into either generalist
or specialist roles (Horvath et al., 2001; Chaiken et al., 1976).
The changes within the agencies appeared to counterbalance one another
and establish there was no common organizational preference. The agencies’
organizational and alignment practices were not associated with the amount of
crime or clearance rates (Chaiken, 1976). Chaiken et al. (1976) also noted that
strike forces typically reported high arrest rates if they were focused and not
diverted elsewhere. Three agency characteristics (size, geographic location, and
crime workload) were correlated with agency arrest and clearance rates, and
each of these were found to have an influence that was independent of the other
two.
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Patrol Officers
Uniformed patrol officers have been found to play a crucial role in the
investigative process due to the information these officers provide. The most
important determinant of whether or not a case is solved is the information
gathered on the scene by the patrol officer (Greenwood et al., 1977). On-scene
arrests, initial identification of suspects, and other routine actions of patrol
officers account for nearly 80% of the cases that are cleared by investigators
(Chaiken et al., 1976). Many times, if a suspect is not identified at the time the
crime is reported, the crime will remain unsolved. Therefore, the activities of the
patrol officer have been found to directly influence investigative outcomes
(Greenwood et al., 1977). Many of these findings in the Rand Report were also
later supported by other research. These findings concerning the importance of
the patrol officer in investigations will be discussed at length in later sections.
Despite the critical nature of patrol, Chaiken (1976) found that most (58%)
agencies assigned patrol officers to limited duties regarding investigations
(secure the scene, notify investigators, write report, etc.) (Horvath et al., 2001).
The remainder of the agencies (42%) assigned their officers to more extensive
investigative duties (i.e., preliminary investigative tasks, collecting evidence,
taking statements from witnesses or victims, etc.). Agencies generally provided
at least some investigative training to patrol officers whether it is from a formal
training academy, in-service classroom training, or on-the-job training with a field
training officer (Chaiken, 1976).

12
Investigators
A surprising finding in the study conducted by Chaiken et al. (1976) found
that investigators spent most of their time doing clerical work on activities
regarding arrests which had already been conducted. They also discovered
investigators exhausted a large amount of time on cases which were determined
to have a low chance of being solved. Chaiken et al. (1976) found many of
cases were not solved by some type of investigative technique, but rather by the
routine processing of reported information (Chaiken et al., 1977). Newly assigned
investigators were provided training in fewer than half of the agencies. The most
important factors in performance evaluations of investigators were the
investigators’ success in major investigations, supervisory review and clearance
rates (Chaiken, 1976; Horvath et al., 2001).
Investigation Management
Greenwood et al. (1977) discovered more than fifty percent of serious
crimes reported by the public only received superficial attention by investigators.
Although the relationships between prosecutors and investigators varied in the
study, most of the agencies reported that the prosecutor’s office conducted its
own investigation (Chaiken, 1976). Additional findings illustrated that case
assignments to investigators were typically based on the investigators’ specialty
opposed to rotation or other means of assignment.
Investigative Support
Chaiken et al. (1976) found 80% of the agencies involved in the study had
evidence technicians; however, the amount of physical evidence (10%) collected
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by evidence technicians appeared disproportionate (Greenwood et al., 1977;
Horvath et al., 2001). The study also found that although the collection of
evidence appeared to be low, it was generally more than could be processed due
to the lack of crime laboratory support. Chaiken et al. (1977) found most
investigative support files (sex offenders, intelligence, known offenders, etc.)
were not electronically stored or able to be accessed by database.
Investigative Effectiveness
Chaiken et al. (1976) generally found clearance rates did not appear to be
affected by the traditional approaches to criminal investigations. What they did
find was that the level or amount of the patrol officer’s involvement in the criminal
investigation process likely had an impact on clearance rates (Greenwood et al.,
1977).
Limitations of Chaiken, Greenwood & Petersilia Research
Although Chaiken et al.’s (1976) research provided some of the most
comprehensive information on the process of police investigations, it was not
without limitations. Many researchers brought up concerns about the
methodology utilized in the study (Gates & Knowles, 1976; Horvath et al., 2001).
The generalizability was also brought into question given the sampling frame
consisted of large agencies. This would appear to be in direct conflict with the
make-up of police agencies throughout the United States. The make-up of police
agencies throughout the United States has been found to be largely composed of
agencies employing less than 24 full time officers (Reaves, 2008). The report
was not considered to be a nationally representative sample of police agencies
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within the United States. Although the study was criticized at the time it was
conducted, it provided some of the most comprehensive information regarding
the police investigative process and attained national significance (Horvath et al.,
2001).
Twenty-Five Years after Rand
In 2001, Horvath et al. conducted a national survey regarding the police
investigative process. This study was conducted twenty-five years after the
Chaiken, Greenwood, and Petersilia project (1976) and was funded by the
National Institute of Justice. The research included 1,746 general-purpose state,
county, and municipal police agencies within the United States. The agencies not
only varied by type, but in size, availability of resources, population served,
location, as well as other characteristics (Horvath et al., 2001). As it was
previously noted Horvath et al. employed six focal areas, and these will also be
the primary focal areas of this study. The findings of the Horvath et al. (2001)
research are discussed in the following paragraphs (Organization, Patrol
Officers, Investigators, Investigative Management, Investigative Support, and
Investigative Effectiveness).
Organizational Matters
Horvath et al. (2001) reported that 84% of the responding agencies
employed investigators, and these investigators accounted for 16% of agency
personnel. However, very few were found to employ part-time or non-sworn
investigators. Most agencies were found to have classified their investigators as
generalists rather than specialists (Horvath et al., 2001). Two thirds of the
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agencies assigned them to separate organizational units. Persons, property, and
narcotics are the most common types of these units. Multi-jurisdictional task
forces were used by 63% of the agencies. Although other types of problems were
noted, task forces were found to primarily target drug-related offenses. Eightytwo percent of agencies met regularly with other agencies regarding investigative
matters (Horvath et al., 2001).
Patrol Officers
Patrol officers were found to generally carry out administrative tasks
related to investigations. However, in more than half of the agencies Chaiken et
al. (1976) found patrol officers interviewed victims and witnesses of crimes.
Generally, patrol officers do not carry out a wide range of investigative tasks.
Tasks such as interviewing and interrogation of suspects, evidence collection,
and coordination with prosecutors are not usually performed by patrol officers.
Five years prior to Horvath’s study, agencies were attempting to enhance the role
of patrol officers in the investigative process. Seventy-two percent of agencies
reported making these efforts to enhance patrol officers responsibilities (Horvath
et al., 2001). Conversely, most of the agencies did not require additional
classroom instruction for patrol officers aside from which is taught in basic
academy training. Moreover, a uniformed officer’s investigative performance was
not evaluated by most agencies (Horvath et al., 2001).
Investigators
Neither policing nor police organizational developments were found to
have altered overall investigative activities at the time the Horvath study was
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conducted. Common standards for selecting investigators were those that were
reported to be the most valid predictors of future performance. Personal and oral
board interviews were commonly used in the selection process. However,
personal and oral board interviews were reported to be the least valid method of
selection. Formal training consisting of an average of two weeks for newlyappointed investigators was reported in 39% of the agencies. A majority of the
agencies (59%) required a refresher course or advanced classroom training for
investigators (Horvath et al., 2001).
Eighty-four percent of investigative divisions relied on funding derived from
their own budget to support their investigative needs. The two main factors
hindering the training of investigators were personnel shortages and a lack of
funding. Using investigator positions as collective bargaining units was reported
in about half of the agencies. Investigators were generally entitled to either
special allowances or a higher pay scale. The top three performance evaluation
criteria used for investigators were investigative success, report writing, and case
clearances (Horvath et al., 2001).
Investigation Management
The selection process for both investigators and investigative supervisors
was similar. Monitoring the status of investigations through regular personal
contact and the review of activity logs and investigators’ reports were found to be
the most common methods to evaluate performance. Supervisors also made
decisions regarding what cases to investigate and to whom cases were
assigned. About half of the agencies used case solvability factors to screen
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cases. Most agencies’ case management activities were found to be handled
manually while the investigative reports were prepared and filed on computers
(Horvath et al., 2001).
Most agencies were found to have a good working relationship with their
prosecutors; however, specific persons were not usually assigned to the
prosecutors. Most of the agencies did not report having innovative programs
underway. However, of the 15% that did, many were focused on investigations.
Additionally, the study found only a small group of the agencies reported that
they were planning major changes within their investigations. These changes
were focused on personnel matters and investigative management (Horvath et
al., 2001).
Investigative Support
Civilians (non-sworn personnel) were assigned to various investigative
work tasks in about one third of the agencies. Typically, evidence technicians
were sworn personnel who are required to undergo specialized training;
however, most agencies did not employ evidence technicians. Approximately half
of the agencies involved in the survey reported having problems regarding
access to crime laboratories services. Most of the agencies reported using state
and federal crime laboratories. One-third of the agencies advised that they had
cases in which DNA played a critical role and nine percent of these agencies
reported they had a backlog of cases that were awaiting DNA analysis. The lack
of funding and a lack of qualified personnel were the two most commonly cited
reasons for backlogs (Horvath et al., 2001).

18
Investigative Effectiveness
The top four issues reported for the 22% decline for serious crime
clearance rates were lack of time, reluctance of prosecutor to take action, high
caseload, and lack of witness cooperation. All of the agencies reported that an
increase in personnel, technology, and training would help to enhance clearance
rates. When agencies were asked what two areas they would identify as those
which most directly affect the policy and practice of investigations, the most
common answers were computerized databases and forensic science
applications (Horvath et al., 2001).
Concluding Observations from Horvath, Meesig and Lee (2001)
The popularity of community policing has focused attention on two issues
that have seemingly remained unchallenged since the initial research of Chaiken
et al. (1976) study. The role of the public as the primary source of crime-related
information to the police as well as the patrol officer’s role in the criminal
investigation process were both issues which appear to significantly enhance the
investigative process, yet the findings from the Horvath et al. (2001) research
indicated they did not receive much attention. During the last twenty-five years
the application of technology in policing grew significantly. Technological
advances such as computerized databases, investigative support files, AFIS, and
DNA analysis seemed very promising to law enforcement. However, the research
indicated these developments taken together did not appear to have had a
measurable impact on agency-level crime clearance rates.
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Additionally, the data revealed what appeared to be a continuation of
earlier findings regarding how investigators are still overloaded with cases; patrol
officers although valued as a critical element in the investigation process, remain
under trained. Therefore, the need for additional resources for both investigators
as well as the investigative support systems still remain.
Investigations and the Criminal Justice System
Police, prosecutors, courts, and corrections generally compose what is
considered the criminal justice system in the United States. Horvath et al. (2001)
stated it is the police investigate process is the gateway to the criminal justice
system. Horvath et al. (2001) found that this gateway could be initiated from a
brief arrest while on scene, a complex arrangement of activities or evidence
obtained from any of these processes that initiate the gateway into the criminal
justice system. The initial investigative process of patrol or investigators will
generally determine whether or not the other components of the system are
called into action (Horvath et al., 2001).
Police are able to detect many misdemeanor crimes; however, Horvath
notes they only uncover approximately 5% of the more serious index crimes
(Horvath et al., 2001; BJS, 1998). Index crimes include the eight major crimes
reported under the uniform crimes reports (UCR). These eight crimes are as
follows: willful homicide, forcible rape, robbery, burglary, aggravated assault,
larceny over $500, motor vehicle theft, and arson (FBI, 2007). Zawitz et al.
(1993) found at least one-half of serious crimes committed are not reported to the
police (Horvath et al., 2001). Therefore, by not reporting certain crimes, the
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public filters a large portion of criminal activity from the police. Furthermore, this
leads Jensen (2003) to believe the public is the largest filter in the justice system.
Meaning that the public generally has the initial decision on whether to report a
crime or not.
Cole (1995) found the second largest filter of crimes to be the internal
processing the police agencies do themselves. While the public screens out
nearly half of the serious crimes, police agencies screen out another 80% of the
remainder. Police screening is generally due to the ability to identify suspects, to
produce sufficient information to process cases, or because of internal agency
problems (Cole, 1995). Commonly, these cases are filtered by police and given
little or no further attention by police agencies. Additionally, they are removed
from consideration from other components of the criminal justice system as well.
Jensen (2003) found approximately one out of every ten crimes actually results in
an arrest and pass though the other criminal justice system (Horvath et al.,
2001).
Evidence and the Investigative Process
Police investigations directly affect the workload of the crime laboratories.
Police are responsible for collecting physical evidence. DNA and fingerprints both
have national systems capable of running comparisons of known individuals in
the systems. However, research has determined that such evidence is collected
in less than 10% of their cases (Reid, Buckley, & Jayne, 2011). Most of the time
evidence is only collected in the most serious crimes such as homicide or rape
(Horvath, Oms, & Seigel, 1998). Therefore, only a small portion of the evidence
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collected undergoes forensic analysis. In many of these cases, suspects are not
readily identifiable, and the forensic analysis is unable to identify an offender who
is otherwise unknown. Therefore, the police decide what evidence is collected
and what evidence is sent to labs for processing. Whether or not the police
identify a suspect is crucial in the decision on whether or not the evidence is
scientifically analyzed or whether it reveals pertinent information to the
investigation (Voelker & Horvath, 1997).
The quality of a police investigation drastically affects how prosecutors
handle the cases. The vast majority of individuals arrested by police are adults
(Voelker & Horvath, 1997). After the investigation is completed, they are referred
to the prosecution for adjudication. Approximately 55% of arrested adults are
actually prosecuted. The remaining 45% are rejected because of insufficient
evidence (50%) or problems with witnesses (20%) (Forst, 1995). Although the
bulk of information needed by the prosecution in determining whether to go
forward with the case is provided by police, there are certain factors beyond the
control of the police that may affect the decision to prosecute a case (Horvath et
al., 2001). The quality and amount of evidence made available to prosecution,
along with investigative efforts, bear directly on the prosecution’s ability to move
a case forward. Additionally, investigative efforts can directly influence the
identification of witnesses and the witnesses’ willingness to cooperate. Victim
cooperation is another aspect that needs to be considered in the criminal
investigation process (Jensen, 2003).
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The processes utilized throughout police investigations influence and
affect the activities surrounding the nation’s federal and state court systems.
Many legal challenges raised in court and through the appellate process are
generated during the police investigation process. Concerns regarding police
search and seizure, interviews, interrogations, use of force, and the handling of
evidence are only some of the legal issues which have attracted significant
attention by the courts. Concerns about these issues are vital to the investigation
process. Legal debates and their outcomes shape the criminal investigative
process and, in turn, the criminal investigative process influences the legal
debates. Peterson, Mihajlovic, and Gilliland (1984) have found even the
sentencing process is impacted by the amount of physical evidence found in
police investigations. Through empirical research they have found the presence
of forensic evidence in a case increases the likelihood of incarceration as well as
the length of the incarceration (Peterson et al., 1984).
Modern Policing Objectives
Reiner (2010) along with Langworthy and Travis (1999) discuss two
primary objectives in policing. The two factors of the patrol function and the
investigative function are said to be comingled, and crime control is the primary
objective or desired end result of these two factors (Eck, 1992). The officers who
conduct patrol activities experience the majority of police operations; patrol
officers play a critical role in the investigation of crime. The duties shared
between patrol officers and investigators are very important. Some studies have
indicated that the quality of the patrol officer can directly affect the outcome of an
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investigation (Womack, 2007). In addition, the amount of resources available to
patrol officers and investigators can dramatically affect the efficiency and
effectiveness of the investigative process.
Patrol Officer’s Role
Previous research has discovered that there is more known about the
patrol officer’s role in the criminal investigative process than the actual
investigator’s role (Horvath et al., 2001). However, the patrol officer’s role in the
criminal investigative process remains a vital aspect in the process itself
(Womack, 2007). Patrol officers compose the single largest group of employees
in a police department, representing 65% of the total personnel (Reaves &
Hickman, 2004). Additionally, patrol is often referred to as the backbone of the
police department (Hess & Orthmann, 2013). Generally, the primary role of patrol
is responding to calls for service; however, Womack notes that conducting
preliminary investigations, making arrest, issuing citations, performing crime
inspections, interviewing suspects, and developing informants are other
responsibilities in which a patrol is generally tasked (Womack, 2007).
Patrol Officers and the Preliminary Investigation Process
When responding to incidents where a preliminary investigation is
necessary, patrol officers, being the first responding unit, are in the best position
to gather and provide valuable timely information about the incident (McDevitt,
2005). Officers tend to battle with time constraints when conducting preliminary
investigations. Womack (2007) found that giving officers more time to perform
this task would significantly benefit the criminal investigation process. The
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Chaiken et al. (1976) research also conducted research on the role of patrol
officer in regard to criminal investigations.
The role of patrol officers in the preliminary investigation process has been
a topic of concern by police departments throughout the United States. Many
agencies have strategized the role of the patrol officer’s involvement in the
investigative process. Agencies have utilized patrol officers as a resource in the
preliminary investigation process, allowing patrol to alleviate the heavy caseloads
of investigators as well as providing them with a higher quality of initial
information. (Womack, 2007).
Patrol Models
Womack (2007) indicates there have typically been two models utilized by
police agencies in assigning patrol officers to investigations. The first is the
traditional model where the patrol officers respond to the scene, takes an initial
report, implements some brief investigation, and then passes the case to the
investigator, who subsequently follows-up on the findings. The investigator will
respond to the crime scene, re-interview victims and witnesses, and then follow
any leads in an attempt to solve the case (Dempsey, 1996; Womack, 2007).
Womack (2007) also addresses concerns regarding the limited amount of
research on the criminal investigative process; furthermore, she indicates that
research has not established how many agencies currently assign patrol officers
to the traditional, limited investigation model.
The second patrol model has an expanded use of patrol, where the officer
conducts some level of investigative duty depending on the departmental policy.

25
Womack (2007) indicates this patrol model is more of a continuum where patrol
officers initially investigate misdemeanors, then work their way up to felonies like
larceny and burglary, and then to all but the most serious and complex crimes.
This continuum allows for more time to be allocated for detectives to investigate
those cases which are more complex and require a greater amount of time or
specialized skills (Berry, 1984; Lyman, 1999).
Expanding the role of the patrol officers in regard to the criminal
investigative process has been frequently recommended; however, Womack
(2007) stated that many agencies still do not do this. It was noted that agencies
are beginning to assign their patrol officers to a more substantive role in the
investigation process (Womack, 2007). However, these assignments have been
illustrated over the past 30 years, and Horvath et al.’s (2001) findings have
demonstrated these assertions (Eck, 1992). The role of the patrol officer changes
daily and administration’s greatest challenge is how to provide the officers with
more time to assist in the investigative process (Womack, 2007).
Preliminary Investigations
Womack (2007) notes that common activities are shared by patrol officers
in every preliminary investigation. These activities are shared regardless of the
depth of the involvement the patrol officer may have in the investigation process.
Table 1 below depicts the common tasks patrol officers typically perform during a
preliminary investigation.
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Table 1
Preliminary Investigation Activities
Activities
• Provide aid to any injured persons at the scene, if necessary.
• Secure the crime scene so that unauthorized persons cannot enter the
scene, and so that evidence is not lost or contaminated.
• Check the crime scene for evidence associated with the crime.
• Collect and preserve any physical evidence associated with the crime.
• Determine the exact nature of the offense committed, if any.
• Determine the identity of any suspect(s) and conduct an interview and
an arrest, if the arrest can be accomplished at the scene or through
immediate pursuit of the suspect(s).
• Furnish other police units with information about wanted persons or
vehicles, including descriptions, method and direction of flight, or other
relevant information.
• Identify and interview any victims and witnesses.
• Determine whether investigative specialists or other assistance is
necessary through discussions with other patrol officers, investigators,
and supervisors.
• Complete a thorough and accurate report of actions taken during the
preliminary investigation.

Source: (Dempsey, 1996; Eck, 1992; McDevitt, 2005; Womack, 2007, p. 17)

When an officer arrives on scene, he/she must quickly assess the
situation to establish what, if any, crime has been committed. If possible the
victims, witnesses, and suspects must be identified. Officer safety is always a
concern when arriving at a scene no matter what the original nature of the call
may have been (Womack, 2007). If there is a threat, the officer must take the
necessary steps to reduce, eliminate the threat, and/or apprehend the suspect if
possible (Adams, 2001). The crime scene must be preserved, documented, and
the evidence must be identified and collected (although the means of collecting
the evidence may vary from one agency to another). Lyman (1999) found that
securing the scene itself is critical. In 90% of the cases, Eck (1992) established
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the most common task to be interviewing the victim and checking the crime
scene. All of the other tasks listed in Table 1 are performed in less than half of
the cases investigated (Dempsey, 1996; Eck, 1992; McDevitt, 2005).
Questions were generated in the Horvath and Meesig (1998) study
regarding the patrol officer’s role in the investigation process. The agencies
indicated what tasks their officers performed from a list of thirteen specific tasks
that were asked. The results of this questioning can be found in Table 2 below.
Table 2
Frequency of Tasks Performed During Preliminary Investigation
Frequency of Tasks















Secure the crime scene 91%
Notify investigations unit of progress of patrol investigation 73%
Conduct records check 69%
Interview victims and
witnesses 64%
Canvass the area for potential witnesses 64%
Interview suspect(s) 47%
Conduct drug field test 44%
Collect physical evidence from suspect(s) and crime scene(s) 42%
Interrogate suspect(s) 41%
Submit evidence for analysis 40%
Coordinate investigations with prosecutors 25%
Conduct surveillance 20%
Conduct undercover activities 8%

Source: (Horvath et al., 2001, p. 34)

These findings indicate that the role of the patrol officer remains limited in a
majority of agencies. Utilizing the patrol officers in the preliminary investigation
leads to more efficient use of the detective’s time that would otherwise be spent
investigating routine cases (Womack, 2007). The truth of the matter is that if a
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patrol officer conducts an effective preliminary investigation, the need for a
follow-up investigation may be limited or not needed at all. An effective
preliminary investigation would allow the detective to spend their time and
expertise on investigations which require them to do so (Womack, 2007).
Contemporary Investigative Concerns and Objectives
Generally, investigators comprise between 16%-17% of police personnel
from any given police agency (Horvath et al., 2001, Greenwood et al., 1977). The
manner in which police agencies are structured and how investigative and other
units are delineated likely impact how they counter the crime problem. Many
times no matter how large the jurisdiction may be, agency investigations are
liable to expand beyond a single agency’s jurisdiction. These cross-jurisdictional
investigations appear to be the case in today’s crime fighting world more than
ever given globalization and the rise in transnational crime (Marvelli, 2014).
Furthermore, external relationships with other agencies directly impact the
response to any cross-jurisdictional investigations.
There have been quite a few dramatic changes in crime and policing in
recent years. The variety and quantity of crime problems have affected the
manner in which police investigative operations are conducted. Over the past
several decades the illicit drug trade, transnational organized crime syndicates,
terrorism, corporate crime, and high technology crimes have all significantly
influenced police investigative operations. The Crime Index, which is a part of the
FBI’s Uniform Crime Report program (FBI, 2009), illustrates the volume and rate
of the eight crimes deemed to be “serious” (murder, forcible rape, robbery,
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aggravated assault, burglary, larceny, motor vehicle theft, and arson). Horvath et
al. found the crime rate had significantly increased since 1976 when the basis for
most of the research for investigations was conducted (Horvath et al., 2001).
However, data from the 2009 UCR reports indicate a 7.5% decline in the number
of violent crimes in the United States since the Horvath et al.’s (2001) study was
conducted (FBI, 2009). Contrarily, the cost of crime has never been higher than it
currently is today. The Department of Justices’ fiscal budget for 2014 was 27.6
billion dollars (Department of Justice, 2013). Estimates regarding the crime costs
in the United States range from $450 billion to $1.7 trillion (Anderson, 1999;
Cohen, 2005; McCollister, French, & Fang, 2010;).The continuing war on drugs,
along with the war on terror, has resulted in a significant output of crime fighting
money for the United States. According to Morabito (2010), American policing
has undergone significant organizational and administrative changes. The
amount of money being spent on policing and the overall justice system are at an
all-time high. Evolving trends in crimes and the methods from which they police
drastically affect costs and outcome. New or evolved threats have led
investigative agents to alter investigative techniques and training and these
threats continue to be a focus within the criminal justice realm.
Modern Research on the Criminal Investigative Process
There have been several studies conducted in recent years on various
aspects of criminal investigations, many of which are not focused on the United
States. A review of the literature indicates that much of this research concerns
specific components within the criminal investigative process and not the process
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itself. Many of these areas which tend to be more “appealing” to the general
public (i.e. interrogations, homicide clearance rates, forensic applications, etc.),
few of which actually address the areas presented in the current study. Some
research explored “forecasting the futures” of police operations (Wang, 2007).
Dandurand’s (2009) study, conducted in British Columbia, addressed
inefficiencies in the criminal justice which led to the evaluation of several aspects
within the criminal investigative process. The study addressed improving the
criminal investigative process by improving communications between the police
and prosecutors, which is also addressed in the later chapters of the current
research. Dandurand’s (2009) study also examined case tracking, case
management, and technological support. However, the study was primarily
conceptualized around examining the process as it pertains to the British
Columbia court system (Dandurand, 2009). A 2009 study conducted in Sweden
also examined aspects of the criminal investigative process. However, this
research comprised a literary review of detectives as knowledge workers and
provided “no final conclusions” (Gottschalk, Holgersson, & Karlsen, 2009, p. 91).
The concepts surrounding “investigative knowledge” or “intelligence-led policing”
have also been examined in recent years (Dean & Staines, 2011).
The most current research directly related to the current study was
conducted in 2011 by Liederbach, Fritsch, and Womack1. The authors address
detective workload and opportunities to increase the productivity in criminal
investigations. In the initial introduction of the study, the authors discuss the state

1

Although the findings were published in 2011 this study draws on data resulting from a study
conducted from November 2005 to January 2006.
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of knowledge surrounding the criminal investigative process and how much of it
was derived from the Rand Report on criminal investigations. The 2011 study
goes on to note the need for current research to examine detective work.
Liederbach, Fritsch, and Womack (2011) examine the Richardson Police
Department in Texas with specific aims to “present workload data that provides a
more complete picture of how investigator spend their shift time” while also
examining “to identify opportunities to improve detective productivity”
(Liederbach, Fritsch, & Womack, 2011, p. 51). Liederbach et al. (2011) utilized
logs which they provided to investigators regarding case-related activities and
non-case related activities. The research findings echoed Horvath et al.’s findings
regarding the considerable time in which investigators spend on “core
investigative activities” (Horvath et al., 2001, p. 40; Liederbach, Fritsch, &
Womack, 2011). The research also noted that investigators still spend much of
their time on administrative tasks. The primary findings concluded the specific
aspects examined (detective workload and opportunities to increase
productivity), remained relatively unchanged over time. The study specifically
stated:
1) Detectives continue to spend an inordinate portion of their time on
clerical and administrative duties;
2) Activities commonly associated with community policing including
problem solving, crime analysis, and meetings with the community
residents are not performed with any regularity;
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3) Detective work varies across investigative units that are functionally
differentiated. (Liederbach et al., 2011, p. 61)
In the concluding remarks of the research, the authors note that given the small
amount of scholarly attention regarding the criminal investigative process, it
should not be alarming that the process has remained relatively unaffected
(Liederbach et al., 2011).
New Investigative Threats and Concerns
Many facets of the criminal justice system have changed since the
previous research was conducted on the criminal investigative process. Over
thirteen years have passed since the Horvath et al. 2001’s research was
conducted and with it a number of significant events have transpired.
Additionally, the extent and magnitude of technology has significantly affected
the way in which modern society functions. Bearing these factors in mind, some
speculate the criminal investigative process would change or evolve accordingly
to contend with such activity (Brandl, 2005).
Terrorism
Brandl (2005) finds the events of September 11, 2001 (9/11), have
initiated a great deal of change in American law enforcement. Furthermore, these
changes are expected to continue and evolve accordingly to meet current and
expected societal needs. Bayley and Nixon (2010) explore the need to examine
possible changes in the police environment since 9/11. The beginning of the
twenty-first century has illustrated how the “information wave” has developed
momentum (Brandl, 2005, p. 140). The utilization of the Internet has played a
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great role within the computer networking framework. Having this widespread
technological ability to access and manipulate information has created a vacuum
from which investigations have begun to lag behind. The vast amount of
information technology has created significant new demands on the police
(Brandl, 2005). As society becomes increasingly more global, it is reasonable to
expect that crime will as well. High technology crime and terrorism are both
dynamic factors within contemporary investigations. Brandl (2005) speculates
that organized international terrorism may become the most significant crime
related demand on the police.
Furthermore, Bayley and Nixon (2010) found some aspects of policing
have shifted away from national governments due to many developmental
successes in international police collaboration. Many agencies in the United
States conduct law enforcement operations abroad. For instance the Federal
Bureau of Investigations currently has offices in 62 different countries throughout
the world, and the Drug Enforcement Administration has 86 foreign offices (DEA,
2014; FBI, 2014). The United States is also involved with several international
task forces which combat terrorism, narco-terrorism, cyber-crime, etc. (Bayley &
Nixon, 2010).
Terrorism is neither a new concept nor an unprecedented phenomenon;
however, it has not been until more recent years when religion has played such a
significant role as the driving force behind such events (Long, 2000). After the
events of 9/11 unfolded, a new emphasis has been placed on terrorism in the
United States. More specifically, agencies are now working on covert intelligence
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gathering, penetration, and disruption (Bayley & Nixon, 2010). Guggenheim
(2002) found changes were being made at a rapid pace among American law
enforcement agencies. The most common components being utilized by
agencies appear to be task forces directed at combating terrorism, training for
personnel on various aspects of terrorism, and liaison programs between local
departments and federal agencies regarding various aspects of homeland
security. The most prevalent in the literature appears to be the establishment
and/or agency involvement in interagency task forces directly targeting terrorism
or intelligence regarding terrorism (Herman, 2005). It is reasonable to believe
these changes and advancements resulting from terrorism among American law
enforcement agencies would formulate new investigative methods, units,
strategies, etc.; therefore, a contemporary evaluation is warranted.
Technology and Crime Concerns
Along with the increased focus on terror, another trend has been
developing that has implications for crime and could drastically affect the future
of policing and police investigations. The rapid growth and implementation of
technology throughout the world would lead one to believe that the investigative
process has changed or been modified accordingly. Technology has allowed
police to accomplish tasks more effective and efficiently than ever before. It has
truly given police new tools and a means for combating crime. Much of this
technology has facilitated the growth of what is commonly referred to as
intelligence led policing (Bayley & Nixon, 2010). The utilization of various
technologies for crime mapping, data mining, and other contemporary crime
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fighting techniques has commanded more focus on aspects of intelligence-led
policing. Conversely, it has placed tremendous demands on the police as well
(Gellman, 2002). Technology has made certain types of crime possible and other
nearly impossible to detect. In fact, Brandl (2005) states “No question, the
technology is opening a new set of issues…” (p. 149). Law enforcement
agencies often struggle to stay ahead of the curve regarding technology crimes.
The adoption of new investigative tools and methods would seem to have played
a significant role in the evolution of technological crimes and those methods used
in combating them. This research will evaluate changes, if any, within the police
investigative process regarding terrorism or high technology crime.
The CSI Effect
Several factors may have an effect on public perception of the ability of
police to perform their job effectively (President’s Commission on Law
Enforcement and Administration of Justice, 1968). The ability to analyze DNA
permits crimes to be solved without witnesses or confessions (Bayley & Nixon,
2010). Solving a crime based solely on DNA is contrary to Greenwood et al.’s
finding in the Rand Report, wherein the identification of suspects by victims or
witness statements were essential. Advances in forensic sciences have
emphasized these types of evidence over human testimony in recent years
(Bayley & Nixon, 2010).
Additionally, criminal investigative television shows along with celebrity
crimes have attracted even more public attention to the role of police in criminal
investigations. These modern perceptions often cast real time effects on jury
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perceptions as well as perceptions the general public may have on how the
criminal investigative process is carried out. Tyler (2006) noted “jurors have
asked questions about evidence like ‘mitochondrial DNA,’ ‘latent prints,’ ‘trace
evidence’ or ‘ballistics’ – even when these terms were not used in trial.” These
effects and perceptions are commonly referred to as the “CSI effect” (Patry,
2007).
The media has been found to play a critical role in shaping the perceptions
of jury members, criminals, and police. These perceptions can affect the criminal
investigative process. This new phenomenon has captivated the media and
scholars alike; both taking interest in the effect that forensic science television
shows are having on the public. Most importantly, a focus has been placed on
American juries. There have been several anecdotal accounts documenting how
the CSI Effect has impacted the legal system; however, few scholarly studies
have been completed on the subject matter. Thomas (2008) revealed law
enforcement has the perception that the CSI Effect exists among the public. The
study also found the number of attorneys addressing forensic science issues has
increased over the past five years. Additionally, results illustrated how police
officers have made changes in the way they handle criminal investigations.
Thomas’ (2008) study was the first scholarly study to reveal that law enforcement
officers believe there is a perceived existence of the CSI Effect. This study will
also attempt to measure the perceptions, if any, the responding agencies have
on the areas surrounding the CSI Effect.
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Many times police are held to a higher standard due to the expectations
generated by television shows which have exaggerated outcomes and
technology. Additionally, speculation about the education of criminals by the CSI
Effect has risen in recent years. Not only is the general population interested in
such shows for entertainment, criminals are now becoming more adept at
avoiding apprehension and prosecution (Patry, 2007). Furthermore, Thomas
(2008) presents examples which illustrate the efficacy of the CSI Effect. In one
case State v. James Calloway, not even the defendant’s statements were
enough to convince the jury:
In State v. James Calloway, Arizona Department of Corrections officers
found a syringe in a cell with a note signed by “Jimbo” attached to it.
Inmate “Jimbo” was found with a fresh mark on his arm consistent with
syringe use, and admitted the syringe was his when he retrieved it from
prison officials and signed the receipt. The jury criticized the prosecution
because there was no DNA or fingerprint analysis on the syringe, and the
jurors wanted a handwriting comparison on the note and the receipt.
(Tyler, 2006, p. 71)
It has been established previously that both the police and prosecutors are
typically working with limited resources. Furthermore, in both the Chaiken et al.
(1976) research as well as in the Horvath et al. (2001) study backlogs with the
responding agencies were ongoing problems. It was noted that DNA testing and
other various forms of forensic sciences were generally reserved for more
serious crimes, opposed to possession of paraphernalia as was cited in the
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above example. Yet, the effects of the media regarding public perception are not
uncommon and at times strongly affect aspects of the criminal justice process.
The implications and impact of perceptions regarding the “The CSI Effect” exist,
and further examination is warranted.
Alternate Areas to Consider
Considering the ever evolving environment of the police investigative
process, many changes may have contributed to the strategies within the modern
police investigative process. Implementing new strategies and contemporary
methods in the criminal investigative process have produced significant cost for
police agencies. Gascon (2011) found the cost of policing in the United States
quadrupled between 1985 and 2005. An increased demand in training, forensic
analysis, evidence technicians, and a general sense of a growing complexity in
police work may all contribute to the rise in costs (Bayley & Nixon, 2010).
Many factors surrounding illegal immigration may have effects on the
manner in which police agencies carry out investigations and what types of
investigations are undertaken by an agency (Bayley & Nixon, 2010). A police
agency on the U.S./Mexican border may have different strategies in place
regarding immigration, drug enforcement, ransom-kidnappings, or other aspects
which may be inherent to a border city. When considering the magnitude and
complexity of the challenges a border city may face based solely on its
geographic proximity, it is very feasible that these elements play a large role in
police methods and strategy.
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Bayley and Nixon (2010) also discussed the possible influence of
“intensified accountability” in the police environment. Police oversight has grown
considerably in recent years. The authors discuss increases in the number of
civilian oversight committees which have been established in several cities
throughout the United States. They also state that these types of civilian
oversight committees have had a growing presence in other countries as well.
Bayley and Nixon note:
…this is only the most visible tip of a larger iceberg. Oversight has also
intensified in the form of tighter financial auditing, performance indicators
mandated by government bodies, enactment of more stringent legal
standards and federal consent decrees. This is in addition to what seems
to police to be an unappeasable media appetite for revelations about
police, and ever ex-police misbehavior. (Bayley & Nixon, 2010, p. 6)
Arguably intensified oversight on the police investigative process may influence
the manner in which operations are strategized and executed. Bayley and
Nixon’s findings in part surmised that a period of significant change may be in
store for policing, one even comparable to Sir Robert Peel’s creation of the
London Metropolitan Police (Parker, 1899).
Exploring the Focal Areas
As it was noted in previous sections, there have been several factors that
have impacted crime and policing over the past several decades. Horvath et al.’s
(2001) as well as Liederbach et al.’s (2011) observations indicate that there is
lack of focused research on the investigative process. The review of the literature
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surrounding this subject matter along with previous research indicates the six
major areas of interest within the investigation process still remain pertinent
avenues in need of contemporary examination. These six areas2 were utilized to
develop the data collection instruments in the previous studies and were also
utilized to develop the data collection instrument in the current study in order to
explore and compare the findings (Chaiken et al., 1976; Horvath et al., 2001).

2

Organization, Patrol Officers, Investigators, Investigative Management, Investigative Support
Investigative Effectiveness.
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CHAPTER III
METHODOLOGY
The Chaiken et al. (1976) research, conducted in the 1970’s along with
the Horvath et al. (2001) study conducted around 1999 have been the only
significant nationwide studies to examine the criminal investigation process. As
previously noted, there have been dramatic changes in crime and policing since
the last study was conducted over a decade ago (Horvath et al., 2001). The
events of September 11, 2001, along with other societal changes and
technological advances have presented the need for a systematic, up-to-date
and comprehensive study of the police investigative process. The present study
has been designed to survey a nationally representative sample of all municipal,
county, and state agencies within the United States. Efforts have been made to
allow for comparisons between the present study and previous research. These
comparisons will provide a broader context for improving police policy and
practices.
This section will describe the rationale and methods utilized to explore and
evaluate the changes in the investigative process since previous research was
conducted. The data collected during this study resulted from a national webbased survey which analyzed the responses of several agencies throughout the
United States. This section will discuss the research questions that guided the
research, the research design, and why this survey method was conducted.
Furthermore, the study population, the participating agencies, sample selection,
data collection, and the instrument will be explained.
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Research Questions
This exploratory and comparative analysis was guided by six research
questions. These six research questions are grounded in the areas of focal
concern which were discussed in previous chapters. This study seeks to examine
these research questions by measuring several aspects within each area. Below
the research questions are listed along with some of the items which were
utilized to examine various aspects of each question3:
1) How are law enforcement agencies organizing their investigative units
in the post 9/11 era?
– What methods dictate the manner in which investigators are
organized?
– Are investigators compartmentalized toward certain crimes (i.e.
burglary division, robbery-homicide, etc.) or do they
investigating all types of crime?
– What methods dictate the manner in which investigators are
organized?
– What relationships do agencies have with other agencies to
which they share jurisdiction or cases with?
– Are agencies still utilizing joint task forces to combat crime?
– Have any anti-terrorism task forces been established since
2001?
3

Although the research questions are unique to this study, many aspects from previous research
are examined throughout this research to explore and compare study findings (Horvath et al.,
2001, p. 7; Chaiken et al., 1976)

43

2) To what extent are patrol officers involved in the criminal investigative
process?
– Have the responsibilities of patrol officers increased, decreased
or maintained the same levels in regard to investigative duties?
– What is the extent of patrol officers’ training regarding
investigations?
– Are patrol officers evaluated regarding their role in criminal
investigations?
3) What surrounding characteristics provide the framework of modern
investigators?
– What are the duties of investigators?
– What process is used to select investigators for their positions?
– What training do investigators receive, if any?
– Are there personnel issues that have an effect on investigators?
– Are any types of new technologies being utilized by
investigators?
4) What methods and strategies are currently being utilized in
investigative management?
– What methods are used to supervise investigators?
– What methods are used in assigning cases to investigators?
– Do the investigators have a relationship with the prosecutors
and if so to what extent?
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– Are there other issues affecting investigations?
– Are any types of new technologies being utilized in investigative
management?
5) What roles do various aspects of support personnel perform within the
investigative process?
– What investigative support personnel are employed to assist
with investigations?
– What affects do crime labs have on investigations?
– What types of support mechanisms are available to
investigators?
– How readily available are these support mechanisms to the
investigators?
– Are any types of new technologies being utilized to support
investigations?
6) How is investigative effectiveness associated with the agencies’
organizational structure, clearance rates, funding and levels of
training?
– What objectives are in place for investigators?
– How is investigative effectiveness measured or evaluated
throughout various agencies?
– Are agencies interested in any types of investigative-research?
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Survey Method
The survey for this study was designed to complement the survey utilized
by Horvath et al. (2001), and all parts of the survey were either adopted,
adapted, or originally conceived. An exploratory, quantitative survey-designed
research methodology was utilized. This survey method is one that is commonly
deployed in the social sciences, including within the field of criminal justice.
Given the array of technological advancements over the past few decades, the
Internet has clearly developed into an aspect of everyday life for most police
agencies within the United States. As a result, the utilization of online surveys
has become one of the most influential methodologies in recent years (Idleman,
2003). Web-based surveys tend to be fast and economical compared to many
other survey methods. As with any other method, web-based surveys have
disadvantages and downfalls as well. Two main issues which have been cited
previously were privacy concerns and issues of non-response, both of which
were addressed in the current study (Idleman, 2003). Research indicates there
are several factors that may primarily affect participation and need to be
considered when conducting a web-based survey; many of which were
addressed in the current study. One of the factors addressed was the need to
make contact with participants in ways other than solely over the Internet. The
current researcher contacted the participants via phone to discuss the research
project and solicit participation. The other factor addressed was how the
participants need to have adequate knowledge or abilities in computer usage in
order to complete the web-survey. Upon contacting the participants, the
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researcher discussed objectives of the study, the need for a current email
address, as well as the need to complete the survey online. Contacting the
participants was conducted by the researcher in an attempt to curtail issues
which may have arisen from agencies either not having Internet or having
internet but no email. It was determined that neither of these factors were issues
for the agencies involved; additionally, having discussed this with the agencies
prior to distributing the web-based survey allowed the researcher to determine
that non-response would not be due to the fact that agencies did not have access
to the Internet and/or email. The researcher attempted to increase response rate
by utilizing pre-notifications about the survey, follow-up email reminders, as well
as a simple format and a plain design of the survey itself (Hagan, 2010).
The researcher addressed security issues that are common concerns
among participants in a web-based survey. The participants were informed that
the information collected through the questionnaire would not be shared with
anyone other than the researcher and the faculty sponsor. It was also reassured
that the researcher would not discuss any of the agency specific information that
was collected in the individual questionnaires with any staff members of the
department. It was noted that the data was to be stored in and accessed by a
private computer with a virtual private network (VPN), which will be password
protected. Furthermore, the data will be protected by the survey software’s
Secure Socket Layer (SSL). The link for the survey was automatically encoded
by using SSL industry encryption technology. The SSL ensures no one else has
access to the data and the SSL adds another added layer of security. The SSL
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technology encrypted data which passed between servers and the survey
respondent.
Instrumentation
The development of the survey instrument was based on a systematic
review of the available literature and was adopted, adapted, or originally
conceived. Horvath, Meesig, and Lee’s (2001) previous survey questionnaire
was used as a guide in developing the current instrument. Many questions on the
instrument were formulated the same or similarly to those on the previous
questionnaire (Horvath et al., 2001). The basis for formulating the instrument in
this manner was to allow for comparisons between the current study and the
previous study. Permission was obtained by Horvath, the author of the survey.
Unfortunately, necessary modifications were made in order to adapt the
instrument to contemporary issues needing to be addressed within the police
criminal investigative process. Questions involving terrorism, forensics, and
support from crime laboratories are some examples of the questions / or other
modifications utilized in order to adapt the instrument to collect current and
relevant data. The instrument consisted of various question formats totaling
eighty-nine questions, which were comprised of forty-eight dichotomous
questions, twenty-five Likert scale questions, thirteen multiple choice questions,
and three open ended questions. In total, there were 89 principle questions and
411 possible items measured.
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Target Population
According to the Bureau of Justice Statistics (2008), there are
approximately 17,985 law enforcement agencies within the United States,
wherein they employ 765,000 sworn law enforcement officers. These law
enforcement agencies were the target population for the current research. Given
the size of the target population it was not feasible for the researcher to solicit
each agency; therefore, this study utilized a nonprobability sampling procedure
with a purposive sampling technique.
Sample Selection
In an attempt to obtain a representative sample of the target population,
several factors were examined. The sample population for this study consisted of
672 participants from the Commission on Accreditation for Law Enforcement
Agencies (CALEA). CALEA is believed to provide a representative sample of law
enforcement agencies across the United States. Some of the aspects examined
and the rationale behind selecting CALEA were: 1) CALEA is believed to be
representative of modern law enforcement agencies; 2) the geographic
distribution of CALEA agencies throughout the U.S.; 3) the types of law
enforcement agencies within CALEA; 4) and the range in size of the law
enforcement agencies in CALEA. The purpose of CALEA is to provide an
accreditation process developed to improve and/or enhance law enforcement as
a profession (CALEA, 2013). However, CALEA does not gather data on the
criminal investigative processes or even investigative-related issues. The sample
was drawn from all CALEA accredited participants within the United States which
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employed at least one full-time or part-time sworn officer with general arrest
powers. CALEA provides various accreditations for other law enforcement
entities which were not included in the study’s sample (i.e., campus security,
police training academies, communications, etc.). In total there were 672
agencies that matched the criterion for the current study. The researcher attained
CALEA’s support and endorsement for utilizing the organization’s sample
population and distributing the instrument to the agencies (see Appendix A). After
obtaining the organizational endorsement from CALEA, The University of
Southern Mississippi Institutional Review Board (IRB) reviewed and approved the
research proposal.
Pre-Test
Upon obtaining the required permissions from the University to create and
utilize the instrument, a pretest was conducted. The pretest was conducted
utilizing a sample of ten subject matter experts from ten (10) CALEA accredited
agencies within the United States to ensure the validity and internal consistency
of the survey (Hagan, 2010). The agencies were encouraged to provide feedback
regarding the accuracy and consistency of the questions and to note any errors,
misrepresentations, or mechanical flaws that may have taken place while
completing the survey. The majority of the responding agencies feedback
concerned the length of the survey, which was anticipated by the researcher.
Other beneficial aspects that were examined through the pretest regarded how
the data was sorted and organized through the survey software. After editing and
revising the pretest instrument, the survey instrument was distributed to the 672
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agencies representing the sample for this study. It is important to note that
although the CALEA representative was contacted previously by the researcher,
there was no way of validating with certainty that the CALEA representative for
each agency actually completed the survey. It is possible the survey was
completed by another individual. This possibility will be further examined in the
limitations section of this research.
Data Collection
The survey was distributed via email and contained an embedded link
which allowed the participants to connect to the electronic survey. The data was
collected in November and December of 2010 and in January of 2011. The
survey link also included an informed consent statement and provided the
necessary ethical considerations. The researcher assured the participants their
agency participation was voluntary and they would be able to exit the survey at
anytime without penalty. The participants were informed that the survey would
take approximately 35 minutes to complete. Given the length of the survey,
participants were also informed that they would be able to save their responses
and continue later if necessary. The researcher utilized QuestionPro survey
software to construct, send, and receive the date collected from the instrument.
QuestionPro allowed the researcher to customize the survey utilizing various
question types and measurements; additionally, QuestionPro software provided
further layers of security.
The participants had previously been contacted regarding the research;
however, a brief presentation of information regarding the research and its
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purpose was presented. A follow-up email was sent thirty days after the initial
email solicitation as a reminder, and an additional reminder email was sent sixty
days after the initial email. Upon completing the survey, the participating
agencies received a web-based thank you note for participating in the research.
The web-based survey remained open for three months, and the data obtained
from the respondents’ surveys was downloaded for subsequent analysis. The
survey was distributed to 672 agencies, and a total of 649 agencies received the
survey (23 surveys were determined to be undeliverable). These 23 surveys
were not able to be corrected due to undeliverable email addresses, and the
agencies were not able to be re-contacted or did not respond for correction. Of
the 649 agencies which received the surveys, 513 (79%) viewed/started the
survey, 326 (50%) of the 513 dropped out, and 187 (29%) agencies responded
with completed surveys.4 Although the sample was not probability based, the
types of agencies and percentage that responded were generally consistent with
the national characteristics of law enforcement agencies.

4

It is important to note that although the researcher contacted the individual agencies and established a
point of contact to send the survey, the researcher was not able to validate who actually completed and
submitted the web-based survey.
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CHAPTER IV
RESULTS
The survey results are presented is this chapter. The primary purpose of
this research was to provide a representative description of the criminal
investigative process and provide comparisons with previous research. There is
no attempt in the data provided to explore hypotheses regarding the effect of
certain variables within the criminal investigative process. Although this may limit
the usefulness of the data for some purposes, it was the intent of the researcher
to provide a contemporary description of the investigative process in comparison
to the Horvath et al. (2001) research given there has not been any such
comparisons reported in the previous thirteen years.
In an attempt to compliment previous research by Horvath et al. (2001)
and Chaiken (1976), this chapter, as previous research was, is divided into six
sections. First, information is presented regarding the general characteristics of
the agencies included in the sample and the agencies which have provided
complete responses. The sections then address each of the six focal areas
discussed previously and the general questions within each that the survey
instrument addressed. Given the time disparity in the literature and research on
this given topic, this design allows the studies to be presented in a manner from
which they can be explored and compared in order to provide a greater context
of the subject matter being examined.
However, the survey utilized in the current research also varies from
previous research (Horvath et al., 2001), in that certain aspects or questions
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were minimized for functionality other more contemporary issues being
addressed.
Each of the six focal areas of concern are examined and explained
separately in the following sections and sub-sections (Organization, Patrol
Officers, Investigators, Investigative Management, Investigative Support and
Investigative Effectiveness). A brief review or reference concerning past research
may be presented, but primarily the current findings are described in this chapter.
A more in depth comparison of past and present research will be presented in
Chapter V. The end of each section in this chapter will culminate with a summary
of highlighted findings for that given section.
Agencies in the Survey
Surveys were distributed to those agencies within the United States who
were accredited by the Commission on Accreditation for Law Enforcement
Agencies (CALEA). Only respondents with complete responses to the survey
were included. Initially, 672 surveys were distributed and 649 agencies received
the survey, wherein 187 agencies responded with completed surveys (29%).
Nine of the responding agencies indicated they did not have investigators as
defined by the study. The responses of the 178 agencies that employed
investigators are the primary responses being examined in the following sections
unless noted otherwise by the researcher.
Type of Respondent Agencies
The most common agency type to respond to the survey were
city/municipal agencies which made up 68% (127 agencies) of respondents,

54
followed by county agencies 16% (29), State Police agencies 13% (25) and
Townships 3% (6). Seven agency respondents selected the response of
“Other….. Please Describe” when referring to their agency. These respondents
were all confirmed to be University Police Departments controlled/administered
by their respective state. Therefore, these respondents were combined in the
13% of “State Agency (Police)” category stated above. These figures were not
the same as, but had similar national characteristics to, those reported by the
Bureau of Justice Statistics (BJS) in 2008 regarding the national composition of
law enforcement agencies throughout the United States. The 2008 BJS findings
indicate local/municipal law enforcement agencies comprised 60% (current study
= 67%) of law enforcement agencies; Sheriff’s offices comprised 24% (current
study = 16%); and state agencies and special jurisdiction agencies comprised
15% (current study = 17%). Having respondents which were similar to national
characteristics allowed the researcher to draw relatively generalizable inferences
regarding the larger law enforcement agency population in the United States.
Organization
The first section of the questionnaire examined the organizational issues
pertaining to the investigation process. Particular evaluation was given to
generalist verses specialist, the types of investigative units being employed, the
reasons for the organization of these investigative units, task forces and changes
since September 11, 2001. Each of these issues are examined and explained
separately in the following sub-sections. A brief reference concerning past
research may be presented, but primarily only the current findings are described.

55
The end of each section culminates with a summary of highlighted findings for
that given section.
Demographic Characteristics
In the Rand Report the term “investigator” was defined as any sworn
officer assigned to a unit having investigative duties. This definition included
personnel assigned to investigations, patrol officers who worked in plain clothes
for investigative units, as well as supervising officers (Chaiken, 1976; Horvath et
al., 2001). In the Horvath et al. (2001) study and in the introduction of the current
study, a similar description was provided. In order to compliment comparisons
between past and present studies, the definition of “investigator” remained
equivalent. Investigators were defined as sworn and non-sworn officers who:


Generally wear civilian clothes.



Perform primarily investigative duties.



Have special titles such as “detective,” investigator,” “agent,” etc.



May be managers or supervisors who primarily supervise either
investigators or investigative activities.

The term investigator did not include sworn and non-sworn personnel
having investigative support duties. These would include duties such as a crime
scene or laboratory technician, those with duties as legal staff, crime analysts, or
information specialists.
A total of approximately 95% (178) of all agencies who responded to the
surveys employed investigators. For the purposes of this research these
agencies are the focus of the subsequent analysis unless otherwise noted by the
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researcher. When all of the agency respondents were viewed by their size, 100%
(22) of agencies that employed more than 200 officers also employed
investigators, whereas 98% (41) of agencies that employed between 100 and
200 officers employed investigators and 93% (115) of agencies with less than
100 officers employed investigators.
Generalist vs. Specialist
Within this subsection of the questionnaire the researcher’s intent was to
examine the extent at which investigators were assigned as generalists or
specialists. Previous research discovered there was no significant difference in
agencies’ clearance rates who used either generalized or specialized
investigational organization (Shernock, 2004). In the present study, 63% (113) of
investigators were assigned to generalized investigative units, and 15% (27)
were assigned as specialists. The total number of agency respondents did not
total 178 due to the fact that some 21% (38) of the respondents indicated they
have both generalist and specialist investigative units. The following section will
examine what types of investigative units were established within this
organizational format.
Investigative Units
The following section will discuss what types of investigative units the
responding agencies assigned their investigators. In the Rand Report, Chaiken
(1976) identified specialized investigative units as those who have the
responsibility of investigating certain types of crimes, but not all crime. Chaiken’s
research illustrated that at least one half of the agencies researched had juvenile
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and narcotics/vice units (Chaiken, 1975). The present study asked whether
agencies placed investigators into separate organized units, and 74% (132) of
agencies indicated they did in fact place investigators into separate organized
units. In the Horvath et al. (2001) study, respondents were asked to list the
names of the various units the investigators were placed. Horvath placed the
investigative units into ten separate categories. In the current study, agencies
were asked whether or not their agency placed investigators into any of the 18
categories listed in the questionnaire. Horvath’s ten original categories were
included in the current study; however, other more contemporary categories were
added (i.e., internet crimes, terrorism, etc.). The most common investigative units
were found to be Narcotics (51%), Internal Affairs (55%) and Task Forces (71%).
It should be noted if agencies placed investigators into the “other”
category and the names of the units were not clearly descriptive in their function,
they were evaluated based on their name and other available data provided by
the respondent; many could be identified to have fallen within one of the specific
categories presented. The researcher then placed those into their respective
categories. Three percent (5) of the remaining units’ investigators who could not
be specifically categorized were placed into the “other” category. These
remaining units were Gun trace, Pharmaceutical Diversion, Gaming, Accident
Investigation and Pawn Shop Units.
The current study revealed 74% (132) of agency respondents placed
investigators into generalized investigative units, whereas 26% (46) placed
investigators into specialized investigative units. Responses from those
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agencies that had specialized investigative units indicated their agencies did
specifically assign investigators to specialized units such as terrorism 25% (45),
financial crimes 34% (61), and internet crimes 29% (52).
Task Forces
In the Horvath et al. (2001), study the majority of agencies with
investigators assigned to separate organized units reported having investigators
and uniform officers assigned to task forces. In the current study, the number of
agencies indicating they had “separate organized units with investigators” and/or
uniformed officers assigned to task forces increased to 89% (158). The current
study indicated an approximate increase of 23% in the number of agencies
involved in task forces compared to Horvath’s study.
Furthermore, the respondents were asked what types of agencies (i.e.,
local, state, federal, etc.) were involved in their task force(s). Eighty-one percent
(144) of agencies indicated they had tasks force(s) involved with local police
agencies, 69% (123) indicated they were involved in task force(s) with sheriff’s
offices, 70% (125) indicated they were involved in task force(s) with state
agencies, and 75% (133) indicated they were involved in task force(s) with
federal agencies. The agencies were asked what types of investigative task
force(s) their agency was involved, and their responses are depicted below.


Drug-related task forces - 87% (155)



Organized-crime - 45% (80)



Dedicated to a specific case (i.e. a single murder) - 41% (73)



High technology crimes - 38% (60)
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Dedicated to a specific type of crime (i.e. a series of murders) - 34%
(60)



Financial crimes - 26% (46)



Anti-terrorism task force – 25% (45)

High technology crimes were defined in the questionnaire as those crimes
involving the use/abuse of technology in order to facilitate crime. The most
common type of task force the responding agencies were involved in were drug
related task forces 87% (155).
Changes Since September 11, 2001
Agencies were asked if they had any anti-terrorism task force(s), and 25%
(45) of agencies indicated they were involved with anti-terrorism. Agencies were
then asked if any of these task forces were established prior to September 11,
2001. The agencies’ responses indicated that 78% (35) of these anti-terrorism
task forces had been established after September 2001.
Reasons for Agency Organization of Investigative Units
In the following sub-section the rationale behind why agencies organize
their investigative units is examined. In an effort to learn more about what factors
affect an agency’s organizational structure, the researcher provided the agencies
with seven different reasons why their agency rationalizes the organization of
their investigators or cases. The responding agencies were asked to indicate
whether or not the listed reasons were used in their organizational rationale. The
agencies’ responses are presented below:
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To improve community relations – 72% (129)



To be more proactive in investigations – 87% (155)



To improve communication or assist uniform officers – 92% (164)



To improve familiarity with criminal and crime patterns in the area –
92% (164)



To make more efficient use of personnel and resources – 93% (166)



To develop expertise in investigations – 96% (171)



To solve/clear more crime – 98% (175)

As depicted above, the current research found 98% of agency respondents
indicated that they organize their investigative units “to solve/clear more crime”,
whereas previous research indicated this option fell second to the option “to
make more efficient use of personnel and resources” (Horvath et al., 2001). In
both studies, the option “To improve community relations” remained last on the
list of reasons the agencies organized their investigative units.
Summary
Although many agencies in the current study were found to have assigned
investigators as both generalists and specialists, the majority (63% or 113
agencies) assigned investigators as generalists. When compared to Horvath and
colleague’s research (2001), there was a decrease in the assignment of
investigators as generalist.
Approximately two-thirds (74% or 132) of the agencies involved assigned
investigators to separate organized units. The agencies reported an array of
investigative unit types varying on the function, crime type, and/or specific

61
criminal targets within each investigative unit. Some agencies had separate
organizational units dedicated to more specific crimes such as anti-terrorism
(25%), financial crimes (29%), and internet crimes (38%). The most common
types of investigative units were Narcotics, Internal Affairs, and Task Forces. In
regards to task forces, there appeared to be a notable increase in the number of
agencies involved in task forces when compared to the previous study.
An overwhelming majority of agencies (98%) indicated they organize their
investigative units for reasons related “to solve/clear more crime.” Whereas in
Horvath and colleague’s (2001) research, respondents indicated agencies’
primary reason for their organization of these units was “to make more efficient
use of personnel and resources” (p. 30).
Patrol Officers
In this section, the role of the uniformed officer in the investigative process
is explored. In the current study, as in the previous study, agencies were
provided a list of typical investigative tasks (Horvath et al., 2001). After reviewing
these 16 tasks, the agencies were asked to indicate the extent to which uniform
officers in their agency performed the listed tasks. Table 11 reflects the agencies’
responses.
Investigative Training and Evaluation of Uniformed Officers
This subsection addresses the investigative role of patrol officers in regard
to the amount, type, etc., of investigative training uniformed officers receive. In
the current study, 42% (75) of agencies indicated that classroom training on
investigations is required after uniformed officers have completed the basic
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academy. Furthermore, agencies were asked if their uniformed officers were
required to undergo refresher or advanced investigative training and 35% (62) of
agencies indicated they did require further training. The current study indicates
there has been an increase over the past decade in agencies that require
uniformed officers to undergo refresher or advanced investigative training
(Horvath et al., 2001).
Table 3
Eight Tasks Frequently Performed by Uniformed Officers
Task

Percentage of
Responding
Agencies

Number of
responding
Agencies

Secure crime scene

93%

165

Notify investigation units

79%

141

Testify in court

73%

129

Conduct records checks

73%

130

Canvass area for witnesses

73%

130

Interview victims

70%

124

Interview witnesses

69%

123

Conduct drug field tests

56%

100

Submit evidence for forensic analysis

43%

77

Interview suspects

40%

71

Collect physical evidence from crime scene

39%

70

Collect physical evidence from suspect

34%

60

Interrogate suspects

26%

46

Agencies indicated that less than one-half of the remaining
eight tasks below were frequently conducted by their
uniformed officers.
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Table 3 (continued).
Coordinate investigations with prosecutors

15%

27

Conduct surveillance

8%

15

Conduct undercover activities

2%

4

Types of Training
Agencies were asked what types of investigative training were provided to
their uniformed officers. The following outlines the participating agencies
responses:


Crime scene procedures 89% (158).



Report writing 89% (158).



Evidence gathering 87% (154).



Interview/Interrogation 87% (154).



Court testimony 72% (129).

Summary
The data in this study provides an overview of the current investigative
tasks being performed by uniformed officers. The current research coincided
with previous research, in that it indicated uniformed officers generally carried out
tasks considered as being more administrative in nature (Horvath et al., 2001).
Less than half of the agencies involved in the current study utilized uniformed
officers to conduct what would be considered the more proactive aspects of
investigation. There were slight variations between the findings in the current
study and those of previous research regarding the general investigative tasks
performed by uniformed officers (Horvath et al., 2001).
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The current study indicated the amount of investigative training required
by uniformed officers after the academy had increased. Additionally, the current
study found an increase in the amount of refresher or advanced training that
uniformed officers are required to undergo. Thus, reassuring the role of
uniformed officer in the investigative process remains a key element to the
participating agencies (Womack, 2007).
Investigators
In this section the role of the investigator is examined. This section
encompasses what investigators do, what training they undergo, how they are
ranked and evaluated, and how they are selected. Each of these issues are
examined and explained separately in the following sub-sections, in which a brief
reference of past research may be presented, but primarily the current findings
are described. The end of each section will culminate with a summary of the
findings for that given section.
Investigative Roles
This part of the instrument was aimed at illustrating what types of activities
investigators perform. In the present study, the researcher provided a list of nine
activities and asked agencies to specify the extent to which investigators at their
agency performed the listed activities. As in previous research, this research did
not include the core investigative activities. The rationale behind not including the
core investigative activities is based on the presumption that most, if not all,
agencies perform these tasks (i.e. testify in court, conduct records checks, etc.).
The listed activities were organized in two separate groups: Investigative Tasks
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and Activities with Uniformed Officers. In each of the prescribed groups, the
agencies indicated the extent the activity was performed by their investigators.
The results of the agencies’ responses to the group of questions regarding the
investigative tasks that their investigators regularly perform are listed below:


Process crime scenes for physical evidence – 68% (121).



Prioritize cases based on local area problems – 67% (119).



Work in pairs – 35% (62).



Community problem solving – 29% (51).



Self-assign cases based on local area problems – 21% (38).



Conduct undercover investigations – 12% (22).

Agencies in the current study indicated 35% (62) worked in pairs, which was an
increase from the previous study. Another variation from previous research was
the amount of investigators conducting undercover activities. In the current study,
there was decrease in the number of investigators who regularly conduct
undercover investigations since Horvath’s research was conducted in 2001. This
group of tasks is generally viewed as relatively proactive means of investigations,
in that they require more than a traditional follow-up response (Horvath et al.,
2001). The current study, in continuity with previous research, suggests
investigative work at most agencies is primarily reactive. The responding
agencies in past and present research have indicated that their agencies’ do not
engage in proactive investigative tasks on a regular basis. The agencies’
responses to the group of questions regarding the activities with uniformed
officers their investigators regularly perform indicated 30% (54) analyzed crime
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patterns, 12% (22) were on decoy units, stakeouts, etc., and 9% (17) worked in
teams. The activity of analyzing crime patterns with uniformed officers was
regularly performed by less than one-third of the responding agencies. The other
two activities performed regularly by investigators remained constant in both past
and present research.
Investigator Selection
The question of how investigators are selected is addressed in this subsection. This research again compliments previous research in that it explored
the practices utilized by agencies regarding the use of selection criteria for
investigators, different selection processes for investigators, and the extent of
cross agency hiring.
In the current research as with Horvath’s (2001) research, the agencies
with investigators were provided seven commonly used selection criteria
regarding the investigators past performance. The agencies were asked to
indicate the extent to which each was utilized by their respective agency. The
results from the current research are listed below:


Supervisor/staff ratings or evaluations – 83% (148).



Investigation skills – 81% (144).



Personnel records (commendations, complaints, etc.) – 79% (141).



Minimum number of years of experience – 78% (138).



Arrest record – 37% (66).



Education requirements specifically for investigators – 36% (64).



Promotion to a certain grade level – 17% (31).
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The selection criteria most commonly used by agencies was supervisor/staff
rating or evaluations - 83% (148). The current study also revealed that
investigative skills were the second most common method of selection criteria at
81% (144). Although it appears to have had a growing presence in police
literature, the use of educational requirements for selecting investigators
decreased in the current study (Hilal, Densley, & Zhoa, 2013; Rydberg & Terrill,
2010).
Agencies also responded to another list containing five selection
processes which are utilized to select investigators. Below are the results
illustrating the agencies’ selection processes used.


Oral board interview – 68% (121).



Personal interview – 67% (119).



Peer evaluation – 30% (53).



Test (writing, verbal ability, etc.) – 24% (42).



Civil service exam – 7% (12).

The results of the current findings echoed those in Horvath’s previous research in
that more than one-half of agencies utilized oral board interviews and personal
interviews in their selection processes of investigators. The remaining processes
(Civil Service Exam, Peer Evaluation and Tests) were utilized by less than onethird of responding agencies.
The final portion of this section addressed whether or not agencies with
investigators hired people from other agencies as investigators in the past five

68
years. The responses indicated that the majority of agencies 92% (163) did not
hire people from other agencies as investigators.
Investigator Training
This sub-section examines how investigators were trained in general, how new
investigators were trained, what, if any, issues exist, and what other types of
training were undertaken.
New Investigators
The current study asked a series of questions regarding the probation
periods and initial training for investigators. The results indicated 43% (77) of
agencies placed newly selected investigators on a probationary period. When
agencies were asked if they required newly appointed investigators to complete
additional training before being assigned to their own case, 53% (95) indicated
they did require such training.
In regard to refresher or advanced training among current investigators,
62% (111) of respondents in the current study indicated their investigators
(excluding new investigators) were required to undergo refresher or advanced
training. Agencies were also asked a list of questions regarding items that are
authorized by the agencies for those investigators who attended training.
The results are listed below.


Reimburse all expenses 78% (138).



Reimburse some expenses 56% (100).



Time off 65% (115).



Over-time 56% (100).
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Compensatory time 55% (98).

Issues with Training
Agencies were provided with a list of factors regarding the training of
investigators and asked to indicate to which degree each factor had been a
problem. The three main issues of manpower shortage, lack of funding, and nonavailability of desired training remained constant in both the former and the
current study. However, the ranking of two of the categorized issues changed.
The most frequently selected issues in the current study were lack of funding,
followed by manpower shortage, and then non-availability of desired training.
Investigator Attrition
Reasons behind investigator attrition rates were also addressed in the
current study. Agencies were provided with six reasons why personnel left
investigative positions and asked to determine whether the reason either “does
not apply”, was “not common”, or if it was “common” (Table 4 below).
Table 4
Most Common Reasons for Investigator Attrition
Reason

Does Not Apply
1

n

%

152

Dislike of investigative work

2

Not Common
1

2

Common
%

2

%

85

25

14

1

1

23

13

136

76

19

11

Improve promotion potential

11

6

72

41

95

53

Job stress

24

13

126

71

28

16

Collective bargaining unit

n

1

n

70
Table 4 (continued).
Periodic rotation cycle

79

44

50

28

49

28

Retirement

12

7

95

53

71

40

n1 = the number of agencies with investigators that responded to each item.
2

% = percentages are rounded to the nearest whole percent.

Agencies were also asked if there were any policies that limit how long
officers were allowed to serve in investigative positions. The responses indicated
that 79% (140) of responding agencies did not have policies that limited how long
officers could serve in investigative positions.
Summary
Among the investigative activities that were examined there were two
constants in both the past and present research. These constants were how
investigators continue to regularly process the crime scene for physical evidence
and how cases are prioritized by local area problems.
The four selection criteria initially identified in Horvath’s (2001) research
as valid predictors of future investigative performance maintained their continuity
among nearly 80% of the agencies in the current study. The supervisor/staff
rating or evaluations were most commonly used by agencies as selection criteria
for investigators at 83% (148). Furthermore, education requirements (34%) and
arrest records (37%), which were also identified as valid predictors, continued to
be used by more than one-third of the of the agencies involved in the current
study. Also, agencies in the current study indicated the majority (92%) did not
hire people from other agencies as investigators.
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Investigative Management
In this section, topics regarding supervision, case management,
prosecutor relationships, and other issues are examined. Each of these issues
are examined and explained separately in the following sub-sections, in which a
brief reference of past research may be presented and then the current findings
are described. The end of each section will culminate with a summary of the
highlighted findings for that given section.
Supervision and Supervisor Selection
The current study provided the responding agencies with a list of six
selection criteria for investigative supervisors along with five selection processes
that may be utilized to select investigative supervisors. Agencies were asked to
respond to the list on a scale of Never, Sometimes, Usually, and Always,
regarding the six criteria agencies utilize to select instigative supervisors. The
two most frequent criteria utilized for selection by responding agencies were
“supervisor/staff ratings or evaluations” in which 74% (131) of the agencies
selected, followed by “personnel records (commendations, complaints, etc.)” in
which 73% (130) of agencies selected. The next most frequently selected criteria
was “minimum years of experience”, wherein 70% (125) of agencies indicated it
was utilized. On the other side of the scale agencies indicated “officer’s arrest
record”, was not utilized by 78% (138), of the responding agencies in selection.
Lastly, “educational requirements specifically for investigators” was the least
utilized of the selection criteria wherein 63% (112) of agencies indicated they did
not use it as a selection criterion for supervisory investigators.
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In regards to the processes used to select supervisory investigators, the
majority of respondents indicated the most common selection processes utilized
were personal interviews 63% (112) followed by oral board interviews 54% (96).
The processes least likely to be utilized by responding agencies were testing
(written, oral, etc.), wherein 78% (138) of agencies indicated they did not use,
followed by peer evaluations 78% (138) and civil service exam 88% (156).
How Cases are Assigned to Investigators
Once the criteria and processes utilized to select supervisory investigators
were examined, the respondents were asked how cases were assigned to
investigators. The two most frequently utilized methods to assign cases to
investigators were by the caseload of the investigator 52% (92) and the specialty
of the investigator 62% (111). The two methods which the respondents indicated
were least likely to be utilized were by rotation 69% (123) and based on the
experience of the investigator 52% (93). Agencies were also asked to indicate
where the decisions to assign cases to investigators originate. Seventy-four
percent (132) of the responding agencies indicated that an immediate supervisor
who is also an investigator decides how a case is assigned. The method utilized
the least by the responding agencies was allowing the investigators themselves
to decide, wherein only 7% (12) of the responding agencies allowed this type of
case assignment. When agencies were asked if they utilized case solvability
factors when assigning cases to investigators, the responses indicated 78%
(139) of agencies did in fact use solvability factors when assigning cases.
Furthermore, agencies were asked whether the solvability factors were used for
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all types of crime or just some types of crime. Seventy percent (124) of the
responding agencies indicated they utilized the solvability factors on all types of
crime.
Cold Case Assignments
Agencies were asked if cold case files (regarding longstanding unsolved
crimes) were investigated by their agencies, wherein 80% (142) agencies
indicated they did in fact conduct these types of investigations. Furthermore,
agencies were asked on what basis investigators were assigned these cases.
Thirty-seven percent (66) of the responding agencies indicated their investigators
were assigned the cases part-time, and 16% (28) indicated they assigned
investigators full-time to these cases. Finally, agencies were asked what types of
cases (or crimes) are generally assigned regarding cold case files, wherein 29%
(52) indicated a cold case is assigned regarding any serious crime, 29% (51)
assigned them for homicides only and 19% (34) assigned them regarding any
serious crimes against persons.
Reporting to Supervisors
Agencies were asked how often do investigators report to and/or
coordinate with supervisors on routine investigations. They were provided with
the option of selecting daily, weekly, monthly, or other. The majority, 62% (110),
of responding agencies selected daily, followed by 32% (57) who indicated
weekly, and 6% (10) who indicated monthly. Only one respondent selected the
“other” response and specified “as needed.”
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How Investigative Reports are Prepared and Filed
Agencies were asked to indicate how investigators most commonly
prepare their reports. Ninety percent (160) of responding agencies indicated the
most common method of preparing reports was by typing them into a computer
for database entry. Furthermore, 42% (74) of investigators hand-write reports or
type, 20% (36) tape record and then have them transcribed by others, and 8%
(15) indicated they tape recorded and then the report is transcribed by the
investigator.
Agencies were also asked how investigative reports were filed, wherein
95% (169) agencies indicated investigators entered the reports into a computer
data base and 45% (81) indicated the investigators filed these manually as well.
How Investigative Reports are Monitored
Agencies were asked to indicate how investigative reports were most
commonly monitored. The majority, 92% (163) of agencies, indicated reports are
reviewed by a supervisor if prosecutorial action is anticipated. Reports were also
reviewed by a supervisor even if no prosecutorial action was anticipated in 88%
(157) of the responding agencies and 72% (129) of agencies advised that interim
reports were required if a case remains open after a specific period of time.
How Investigations are Monitored
How agencies monitored the progress of their investigation was examined
in this section. Agencies were provided with a list of seven stages of an
investigation. They were asked to indicate whether or not a specific stage was
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monitored and whether it was tracked manually or by computer. The table below
reflects the agencies’ responses to each different stage of the investigation.
Table 5
How Agencies Monitor the Status of Cases at Different Stages of the
Investigation Process
Stages

Not Monitored

Monitored by
Computer
1
2
n
%
77
43

n
11

1

%
6

Case Referred to Investigative Unit

7

4

57

32

114

64

Investigator Reports/Efforts

5

3

72

40

101

57

Laboratory Analysis of Evidence

11

6

104

59

63

35

Referral to Prosecutor

12

7

111

62

55

31

Prosecutor Disposition

24

14

98

55

56

31

Court Disposition

33

18

90

51

55

31

Complaint

2

Monitored
Manually
1
2
n
%
90
51

1

n = the number of agencies with investigators that responded to each item.

2

% = percentages are rounded to the nearest whole percent.

The majority of the responding agencies indicated the stages within the
investigative process are monitored by computer. In comparison to Horvath’s
(2001) previous research, there appears to be an upward trend in the number of
agencies utilizing computers to monitor the investigative process.
The Utilization of Recordings in Interview/Interrogation
Responding agencies were asked to indicate if their investigators are
legally required to record police-witness and/or police-victim interviews. Eightyseven percent (155) of the responding agencies indicated that it was not a legal
requirement in their respective jurisdiction. Additionally, agencies were asked if
police-suspect interrogations were legally required in their jurisdiction, wherein
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70% (124) indicated it was not a legal requirement in their jurisdiction. Although it
may not be required by law in their jurisdiction, agencies were also asked to
indicate whether or not investigators routinely record audio and/or visual when
interrogating suspects. The majority of the responding agencies, 84% (149),
indicated they did in fact utilize recordings when interrogating suspects, although
it may not be required by law in their jurisdiction.
Notification of Victims
Agencies were asked to indicate to what extent the victims of the
investigation were notified by their agency. The majority of the agencies 89%
(158) indicated they notify the victim when an arrest had been made on a
suspect, and 87% (155) indicated a victim was notified if the case was cleared.
Seventy-nine percent (140) of agencies advised they would notify the victim if the
case was no longer being actively investigated, 73% (130) would notify the victim
concerning the status of the prosecution in the case, and 55% (98) would notify
the victim of the court disposition.
Information Sharing Between Agencies
Agencies were asked if they regularly met with other criminal justice
agencies to share information, and the vast majority, 92% (163), indicated they
did meet with other agencies regularly to share information regarding
investigative activities.
Judging Investigator Performance
Agencies were asked to indicate the level of importance placed on
clearance rates as it pertains to judging individual investigators. Agencies could
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indicate the level of performance as no importance, low importance, moderate
importance, or high importance. In response to judging investigator performance
based on clearance rates, 62% (111) cited they considered clearance rates
moderately important when judging investigator performance. Agencies are also
asked how clearance rates affect the judging of the overall performance of
investigative units, wherein 61% (108) of agencies that indicated clearance rates
are moderately important in regards to the overall performance of investigative
units.
Prosecutors
This section examines the relationships the responding agencies have
with their prosecuting staff. More specifically, this section examines agency
practices regarding prosecution, prosecutorial consultation, investigative staff,
and problems with prosecution and/or prosecutors.
Prosecutorial Investigative Staff and Consultation
Agencies were asked if their prosecutor’s office has its own investigative
staff, wherein the majority 68% (121) indicated they do have their own
investigative staff. Agencies were also provided with a variety of different arrests
and asked to indicate the extent to which they would usually consult with the
prosecutor’s office (other than obtaining a warrant) prior to and/or after an arrest.
The results are reflected in the table below.
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Table 6
The Extent to Which Agencies Consult with the Prosecutor’s Office Prior to
and/or After an Arrest
Type of Arrest
Prior to Arrest
1

Type of Contact
After an Arrest
1

%
82

%
72

Major drug case

68

56

Multiple jurisdiction investigations

71

57

Official misconduct or corruption

80

64

Organized crime

70

60

Serious personal crimes

56

46

Serious property crimes

41

35

White collar crime

41

43

High Technology Crimes

48

41

Homicide

1

% = percentages are rounded to the nearest whole percent.

When comparing agencies’ responses, on average the number of
agencies who consulted with the prosecutor’s office prior to an arrest also
consulted with the prosecutor’s office after an arrest. The crimes in which
agencies most frequently contacted the prosecutor’s office both prior to and after
an arrest were homicides (82% prior and 72% after) and official misconduct or
corruption (80% prior and 64% after). The lowest ranked crime was serious
property crime which was the lowest both prior to an arrest (41%) and after an
arrest (35%). Serious property crime remained the lowest ranked crime in the
current research as it did in previous research conducted by Horvath, Meesig,
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and Lee (2001). The continuity of the organizational relationship between the
responding agencies and their prosecutor’s office was also examined. Agencies
were asked if there was a continuing organizational relationship between the
agency outside of what is required for warrants or arrests, wherein agencies
indicated that 79% (141) did have a regular and continual relationship with the
prosecutor’s office.
Problems with Prosecutor’s Offices
Agencies were asked to indicate the extent to which certain factors have
been a problem regarding the agencies’ relationships with their prosecutor’s
office. The table below reflects the extent to which each given factor has been a
problem regarding the agencies’ relationship with their respective prosecutor’s
office.
Table 7
Problems Regarding Relationships with Prosecutors5

Problem

5

No
Problem
1
%

Extent of legal problems
Moderate
Large
Slight
Problem Problem
1
1
Problem
%
%
1
%
38
13
5

Insufficient advice regarding legal issues

44

Insufficient feedback from prosecutor on cases
not prosecuted

28

25

31

16

Insufficient notice of prosecutor needs

33

31

24

12

Problems regarding court scheduling

39

35

17

9

Agencies were asked to respond to the listed items on a scale from 1 to 4, 1= No problem, 2 = Slight
problem, 3= Moderate Problem and 4 = Large Problem. The moderate and large responses for each item
were then combined and the items were then ranked accordingly.
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Table 7 (continued).
Poor communication between investigators and
prosecutor

30

40

19

11

Prosecutor indifference to investigations

33

39

16

12

Prosecutor interference with investigations

67

25

5

3

1

% = percentages are rounded to the nearest whole percent.

Summary
In regard to supervisor selection, agencies indicated that “supervisor/staff
ratings or evaluations” were the most common criteria utilized in the selection of
supervisory investigators and was followed by reviewing personnel records (i.e.,
commendations, complaints, etc.). Agencies indicated the most frequently used
process for selecting supervisory investigative personnel was the use of personal
interviews, which also ranked highly in Horvath’s study (Horvath et al., 2001). It
appears that many of the agencies have maintained the use of similar methods
for selecting investigators and supervisory investigators. Additionally, there was
an increase in the amount of efforts in place regarding how the responding
agencies managed crime victims and the process of notifying victims.
Interagency cooperation was an important aspect throughout the majority of
responding agencies as well.
Investigative Support
Some of the investigative support services undertaken during the
investigative process are examined in this section. Agencies were asked
questions regarding investigative support personnel, evidence technicians,
laboratory services, support systems, etc. Each of these issues are examined
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and explained separately in the following sub-sections, in which a brief reference
of past research may be presented, but primarily the current findings are
described. The end of this section will culminate with a summary of highlighted
findings.
Evidence Technicians
Agencies were asked if they employed any evidence technicians at their
agency, specifically personnel designated to collect and/or process evidence at
crime scenes. The responses indicated 68% (121) of the agencies employed
evidence technicians. Agencies were also asked to indicate the number of
evidence technicians who were authorized to work at their agency either parttime, full-time, or as an additional duty. The average number of evidence
technicians, employed by the responding agencies was approximately 4.6;
however, the most frequent number of technicians employed was 2 per agency
by 46 agencies and 1 per agency by 45 agencies. The highest number of
evidence technicians employed by agencies with investigators was 24 evidence
technicians and the lowest number employed by agencies with investigators was
zero.
Specialized Experience or Training for Evidence Technicians
Agencies were also asked if they required any specialized training or
experience for evidence technicians; wherein 91% (110) of the responding
agencies with evidence technicians indicated they did in fact have such
requirements. Agencies with investigators whose responses indicated they did
require specialized training or experience for evidence technicians were then
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provided with six types of training or experience options and asked to indicate
which was utilized at their respective agency. The results from these agencies’
responses are reflected below in Table 8.
Table 8
Required Specialized Training or Experience for Evidence Technicians

Yes
1
%

Type

Specialized
Training/Experience
Number of
No
Number of
1
responding
%
responding
agencies
agencies

A college degree

18

20

82

90

Investigative experience

43

47

57

63

Some college education

28

31

72

79

Specialized in-house training

85

94

15

16

100

110

0

0

63

69

37

41

Specialized training outside of your agency
Sworn office experience
1

% = percentages are rounded to the nearest whole percent.

One important observation that the above table depicts is that 100% (110) of the
responding agencies at least require some specialized training outside of their
respective agencies for evidence custodians.
Crime Laboratory Services
Agencies were asked to describe the access to routine crime laboratory
services. The most frequent response selected by 44% (78) of the responding
agencies was routine laboratory services were “readily available in all cases.”
This response was followed by “available but difficult to get timely access,” which
was selected by 38% (67) of the responding agencies. The other two options
presented to the agencies were “access is limited, hindering some
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investigations,” wherein 10% (17) agencies indicated was the case and “readily
available but only in serious cases,” selected by 9% (16) agencies.
Agencies were also asked to describe the average turn-around time for
analysis with routine laboratory services (excluding drug or alcohol cases). Fortyfour percent (79) of agencies indicated the turn-around time was “Somewhat
slow”, followed by 34% (60) which indicated turn-around time was “Very slow”,
20% (35) which indicated it was “timely,” and 2% (4) which indicated the services
were “completely inadequate.”
Agencies were asked if they have unsolved cases which are currently
backlogged due to the fact that there is no DNA analysis readily available,
wherein, 60% (106) of the responding agencies indicated this was not the case.
Therefore, 40% (72) of the responding agencies did in fact have unsolved cases
that were currently backlogged due to the availability of DNA analysis.
Furthermore, of those agencies which indicated they were backlogged, 57% (41)
advised it was due to lack of funding, 40% (29) advised it was due to lack of
qualified personnel, and 25% (18) indicated there were other factors at play6.
Investigative Support Systems
Agencies were asked to indicate who provides the Automated Fingerprint
Identification System (AFIS). The majority of responding agencies, 80% (142),
indicated their respective state provides the AFIS, followed by 37% (65) who
indicated it is provided by their own agency, and 25% (44) who indicated it is
federally provided to their agency (Note: Percentages may not total 100% due to

6

Total percentages do not equal 100% due to the fact that agencies were permitted to select
multiple responses.
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the fact that agencies were permitted to select multiple responses, as some
agencies have multiple AFIS systems).
Agencies were also asked if certain types of records were available to
investigators in either manual or computer form. The table below reflects the
agencies’ responses.
Table 9
Files Available to Investigators

Type of File
Crime reports

Not Readily
Available
1
%
2

Available Manually
1
%

Available on Computer
1
%

9

89

Arrest reports

2

10

88

Case disposition

4

15

81

Prosecution disposition

9

34

57

Court dispositions

6

30

64

Summary of crime statistics

7

13

80

1

% = percentages are rounded to the nearest whole percent.

Agencies were questioned regarding the files that may be maintained in order to
support investigations. Agencies were provided with nine file types which may
be maintained in order to support investigations. Table 10 reflects the agencies’
responses.
Table 10
Files Maintained by Agencies to Support Investigations

Type of File

Fingerprints

Not Readily
Available
1
%
33

Available
Manually
1

%
26

Available on
Computer
1
%
41

85

Table 10 (continued).
Known offender

14

7

79

M.O. file

40

13

47

Mug shot

9

7

84

Organized crime intelligence

26

30

44

Narcotics intelligence

22

34

44

Sex offender

3

7

90

Stolen property

3

8

89

Stolen vehicles

4

8

88

1

% = percentages are rounded to the nearest whole percent.

Agencies were asked about other systems that may be utilized to support
investigations, generally in regards to facilitating communications. Agencies were
asked to indicate if their officers and/or investigators have daily access to six
systems which facilitate communications. The findings are reflected in Table 11.
Furthermore, agencies were asked if they were planning to upgrade or
enhance six specified items within the next year. The two most frequent
upgrades or enhancements indicated were regarding computers in vehicles and
crime analysis capabilities in which 51% (91) of agencies indicated they would be
doing so. Personal communication devices (i.e., email, cell phones, smart
phones, etc.) were the next most frequent to receive upgrades at 34% (61),
followed by investigative support files at 31% (55) and crime report and
disposition files at 30% (53).
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Table 11
Daily Access to Communication Devices Which May Facilitate Investigations

Type of Communication
E-mail

Number of Agencies Providing Daily
Access
Available to Uniformed
Available to
Officers
Investigators
157

167

96

159

Internet

141

162

Pagers

25

47

114

161

23

61

Cellular telephones

Voicemail
Smart phone

Summary
This section examined the aspects surrounding the support services which
are undertaken during the investigative process. Questions regarding
investigative support personnel, evidence technicians, laboratory services, etc.,
were all examined in this section. The number of agencies employing evidence
technicians increased by 23% from previous research. It is also important to note
that 100% of all agencies who employ evidence technicians indicated they
require some specialized training outside of their respective agencies.
The most frequently cited upgrades or enhancements set to take place in
the upcoming year for the responding agencies were computers in vehicles and
crime analysis capabilities. These upgrades were followed by the enhancement
or availability of personal communication devices (i.e., smart phones email, etc.).
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Investigative Effectiveness
This section examines issues surrounding the effectiveness of the
investigation processes being utilized by the responding agencies. It also
examines the responding agencies’ views of investigative effectiveness, needs
for additional funding, legal problems, the misrepresentation of investigative
aspects by popular media, and the priorities placed on future investigative
research.
Clearance Rates
Agencies were asked to indicate if their agency experienced an increase
or decrease in clearance rates involving serious crimes in the past ten years. The
majority 51% (91) indicated they had an increase in clearance rates, 7% (12)
indicated they had a decline in clearance rates, and 42% (75) indicated their
clearance rates remained constant. To further examine clearance rates within
the responding agencies, they were asked to indicate to what degree they
believe doing certain items for investigators would help improve clearance rates.
The table below reflects the items examined.
Table 12
Items Which May Help Improve Clearance Rates
Item
Assignment of investigators to work in pairs

None
1
%
37

Agency Ratings
Slight Moderate Large
1
1
1
%
%
%
37
19
7

Better public relations

30

43

24

3

Closer supervision of investigative efforts

22

44

28

6

Closer working relationships with uniformed officers

15

38

37

10
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Table 12 (continued).
Formal refresher training

21

42

29

8

Formal training upon appointment as investigator

12

18

43

27

Give patrol officers more investigative responsibility

21

45

27

7

Give patrol officers less investigative responsibility

71

18

7

4

Further investigative specialization

25

35

34

6

Improvements in evidence-related areas (collection,
analysis, funding, etc.)

18

36

35

11

9

30

43

18

Improvements in police/prosecutor relationships

22

41

27

10

Improvements in investigations management (case
screening, reports, etc.)

25

42

25

8

Increase in investigator manpower

12

22

25

41

More computerized investigative files

25

44

22

9

More emphasis on clearance rates for evaluation

44

34

18

4

More frequent meetings among investigators

34

43

21

2

More time to work unsolved cases

22

31

34

13

Organizational restructuring
(decentralization/centralization, etc.)

58

26

15

1

Reduction in investigator case load

22

32

24

22

Improvements in technology-related areas (computerized
database files, etc.)

1

% = percentages are rounded to the nearest whole percent; therefore, cumulative percentages for each item may be

slightly higher or lower than 100%.

As reflected in Table 12, the top three items agencies indicated they
believed would help improve clearance rates were: Formal training upon
appointment as an investigator (70%), increase in investigative manpower (65%),
and improvements in technology-related areas (61%). Furthermore, the three
lowest ranked items were give patrol officers less responsibility (10%),
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organizational restructuring (16%), and more emphasis on clearance rates for
evaluation (22%)7.
The Need for Additional Funding and Investigative Effectiveness
In this section agencies were asked to what extent additional funding
would improve investigative effectiveness. The agencies were provided with eight
areas related to investigative effectiveness and were asked to determine the
extent of additional funding for each area that would influence investigative
effectiveness.
Table 13
The Need to Improve Investigative Effectiveness by Means of Additional Funding

Area
Equipment (e.g., vehicles, surveillance)

None
1
%
5

Need for Additional
Funding
Slight
Moderate
1
1
%
%
24
46

Large
1
%
25

Evidence collection issues

19

39

35

7

Evidence processing (e.g., crime labs, DNA analysis)

20

31

33

16

Funding for informants

37

34

24

5

Investigative operations (e.g., task forces, stings)

27

35

30

8

Personnel

16

12

29

43

9

22

41

28

18

29

34

19

Technology (e.g., computers, software)
Training
1

% = percentages are rounded to the nearest whole percent; therefore, cumulative percentages for each item may be

slightly higher or lower than 100%.

The agencies’ responses indicating the need for additional funding was the
greatest (above 50%) of the following four categories: personnel (72%),

7

Agencies were asked to respond to the listed items on a scale from 1 to 4, 1= None, 2 = Slight, 3=
Moderate and 4 = Large. The moderate and large responses for each item were then combined and ranked.
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equipment (71%), technology (69%), and training (53%); wherein, the remaining
categories were funding for informants (29%), investigative operations (38%),
evidence collection (42%), and evidence processing (49%).
Legal Problems Occurring During Investigations within the Past 5 Years
Agencies were provided a list of twelve items which are encountered
during investigations and asked to indicate the extent to which each of the items
has posed legal problems during the course of their investigations within the past
five years. Table 14 reflects the agencies’ responses.
Table 14
Items Posing Legal Problems During the Investigative Process Within the Last 5
Years

Item

No Problem
1
%

Extent of legal problems
Slight Problem
Moderate
1
%
Problem
1
%
20
2

Large
Problem
1
%
1

Arrests

77

Coercion

96

4

0

0

Corruption

97

3

0

0

Covert listening devices

92

7

1

0

Interview/Interrogation

74

25

3

0

Relations with police unions

89

8

2

1

Relations with the media

78

20

2

0

Searches

70

27

2

1

Surveillance

90

8

2

0

Sting operations

89

9

2

0
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Table 14 (continued).
Undercover activities

86

12

2

0

Use of informants

79

16

4

1

1

% = percentages are rounded to the nearest whole percent; therefore, cumulative percentages for each item may be

slightly higher or lower than 100%.

The majority of the responding agencies (85%) indicated that they did not
experience any of the legal problems reflected in Table 14 above.
The legal problems which were most frequently encountered were use of
informants, interview/interrogation, and searches8.
Misrepresentation among Popular Media
Agencies were asked if investigative work in general was misrepresented
in the popular media (i.e., television, movies, etc.), wherein 78% (139) of the
responding agencies indicated it was. Those agencies indicating investigative
work in general was misrepresented among popular media were provided with
twelve areas and asked to indicate the degree to which investigative work is
misrepresented. Table 15 below reflects the agencies’ responses.

8

Agencies were asked to respond to the listed items on a scale from 1 to 4, 1= None, 2 = Slight, 3=
Moderate and 4 = Large. The moderate and large responses for each item were then combined and the
items were then ranked accordingly.
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Table 15
Areas Where Investigative Work is Misrepresented in Popular Media 9

None
1
%

Area

Degree of
Misrepresentation
Slight
Moderate
1
1
%
%

Large
1
%

Interrogations

12

15

32

41

Investigator discretion

14

19

34

33

Investigator intellectual ability

13

30

35

22

Investigator physical ability

18

25

32

25

Relationships with supervisors

23

34

26

17

Relationships with suspects

17

18

34

31

Relationships with the public

14

27

35

24

Relationships with uniformed officers

22

35

24

19

Relationships with victims and/or witnesses

16

30

35

19

Use of excessive force

15

9

24

52

Use of informants

14

15

35

36

9

6

17

68

Crime scene investigation/use of DNA
1

% = percentages are rounded to the nearest whole percent.

Past and Future Research
Agencies were asked to what extent research in nine specified areas
over the past five years has directly influenced the agencies’ policies and/or
practices regarding the criminal investigative process. The agencies could
indicate the extent of the influence by selecting none, slight, moderate or large.
Table 16 reflects the agencies’ responses.

9

Agencies were asked to respond to the listed items on a scale from 1 to 4, 1= None, 2 = Slight, 3=
Moderate and 4 = Large. The moderate and large responses for each item were then combined and the
items were then ranked accordingly.
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Table 16
Direct Influence of Research Regarding the Criminal Investigative Process10
Extent of Influence
Slight
Moderate
1
1
%
%

None
1
%

Area

Large
1
%

Case screening

46

37

13

4

Criminal investigations management

37

40

19

4

Decentralization/Centralization of investigators

65

25

9

1

Computerized databases (e.g. AFIS)

25

24

38

13

Forensic science applications (e.g. DNA)

16

27

40

17

Investigator selection techniques

50

39

10

1

Relationships between investigators and
community policing
Team policing

41

46

12

1

53

38

8

1

Access to and/or training in high technology
assets

22

40

30

8

1

% = percentages are rounded to the nearest whole percent.

Furthermore, agencies were asked to place a level of priority on seventeen areas
within the criminal investigative process in regard to the need for additional
research. The table below reflects the agencies’ responses.
Table 17
Agencies’ Prioritization of Future Research

Area

Crime intelligence/mapping/information
systems

10

Priority Placed on Future Research
Moderate
None
Low
Moderate High
& High
1
1
1
1
%
%
%
%
%
3

8

57

32

89

Agencies were asked to respond to the listed items on a scale from 1 to 4, 1= None, 2 = Slight, 3=
Moderate and 4 = Large. The moderate and large responses for each item were then combined and the
items were then ranked accordingly.
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Table 17 (continued).
Technological improvements in investigative
techniques
Technological improvements in
investigations management
Investigator training

3

10

48

39

87

4

15

48

33

81

5

17

45

33

78

Interagency cooperation

5

24

49

22

71

Investigative role of patrol officers

4

25

51

20

71

Management of continuing investigations

5

25

53

17

70

Performance evaluation of investigators

7

30

50

13

63

Investigator relationships with communities

8

35

43

14

57

12

31

45

12

57

Police/Prosecutor relations

7

37

39

17

56

Prosecution and conviction rates

9

36

42

13

55

Clearance rates

9

37

45

9

54

Case screening

16

32

43

9

52

Integration of community policing and
investigations
Generalization/Specialization of
investigators
Decentralization/Centralization of
investigators

15

35

41

9

50

15

36

42

7

49

32

34

30

4

34

Investigator selection

1

% = percentages are rounded to the nearest whole percent.

The most frequently selected research that was prioritized as “high” by the
responding agencies was “Technological improvements in investigative
techniques” selected by 39% (70), followed by “Technological improvements in
investigations management” and “Investigator training,” both of which were
selected as high by 33% (59). One of the other more notably prioritized was
“Crime Intelligence/Mapping/Information Systems”, wherein 32% (57) agencies
indicated this area as a high priority for future research.
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Summary
Regarding the investigative effectiveness of the responding agencies, the
majority of agencies indicated there was a need for more formal training for
investigators upon their appointment to the position. Additionally, agencies
similarly responded to the need for an increase in investigative manpower and
improvements in technology-related areas. The areas where agencies indicated
there was the greatest need for additional funding were in personnel, equipment,
and technology.
The areas determined to have a direct influence on the responding
agencies’ policies and/or practices regarding the criminal investigative process
were “forensic science applications” and “computerized databases.” Furthermore,
respondents indicated the areas selected as having a high priority in future
research were “technological improvements in investigative techniques,”
“technological improvements in investigations management,” and “investigator
training”.
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CHAPTER V
OBSERVATIONS, DISSCUSSION, AND RECOMMENDATIONS
This study has examined the policies and practices involved in the criminal
investigative process. Previous research indicated that although there had been
significant changes in policing, the criminal investigative process appeared to be
somewhat unaffected. The current research indicated that although many areas
examined within the research remained constant over the past thirteen years,
there were other noteworthy changes in some areas between past and present
research which warrant further attention. This section will examine what has
changed in the police investigative process over the past thirteen years and
certain aspects which have not. As previous research was, this chapter will be
divided into the same six areas of interest which have been discussed and
examined throughout this research. The following pages will highlight the most
significant changes since previous research which was over a decade ago
(2001), and it will also examine some aspects in the criminal investigative
process that have remained constant. In this chapter, the term “previous
research” will be directly referring to Horvath et al. (2001), unless otherwise
specified.
Organization
One noteworthy change was concerning how the responding agencies
indicated there was an increase in the number of “separate organized units with
investigators” specifically when examining those which were assigned to task
forces. Previous research indicated approximately 63% of the responding
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agencies assigned individuals to some type of task force (Horvath et al., 2001).
There was an increase of 23% in the current study which illustrated that 89% of
the agencies involved assigned individuals to task forces. However, the types of
task forces that these agencies were assigning their personnel did not change.
Task forces regarding drugs, organized crime, and specific case task forces
remained the top three types of task forces which agencies assigned their
personnel. The number of agencies assigning personnel to organized crime
oriented task forces increased in the current study by 11%.
One area which was not examined previously was the percentage of
agencies assigning investigators to anti-terrorism task forces. The current study
indicated that 25% of the responding agencies assigned investigators to antiterrorism task forces. Furthermore, agencies were asked to indicate if the antiterrorism task force was established before or after the terrorist attacks which
occurred on September 11, 2001; wherein 78% of agencies indicated their
involvement in anti-terrorism task forces had been established after these
attacks.
Examining the Rationale behind the Organization of Investigative Units
Agencies in both past and present studies were asked to indicate whether
or not a set of listed reasons were utilized regarding the organization of the
investigative units. Table 18 reflects the changes in past and present research
regarding the rationale utilized by the responding agencies when organizing their
investigative units.
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Table 18
Organizational Rationale for Investigative Units
Rationale
Current
Research
1
%
72

To improve community relations

Prior
Research
1
%
64

Difference
1
%
8

To be more proactive in investigations

87

75

12

To improve communication or assist uniform officers

92

72

20

To improve familiarity with criminal and crime patterns in
the area

92

74

18

To make more efficient use of personnel and resources

93

88

5

To develop expertise in investigations

96

80

16

To solve/clear more crime

98

82

16

1

% = percentages are rounded to the nearest whole percent.

As reflected above, the current research found 98% of agency respondents
indicated they organize their investigative units “to solve/clear more crime.”
Whereas, previous research indicated the option “to solve/clear more crime” fell
second to the option “to make more efficient use of personnel and resources”
(Horvath et al., 2001). In both studies, the option “to improve community
relations” remained last on the list.
Patrol Officers
A comparison between the findings of previous research (Horvath et al.,
2001) and the current findings regarding the tasks performed by uniformed
officers is reflected in Table 19 below. Additionally, agencies in the current study
were asked whether or not they have attempted to enhance the role of uniformed
officers in the investigative process within the last five years, and 75% of
agencies indicated they have. This number coincided with the previous research
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which noted that 72% of agencies indicated they had attempted to enhance the
role of uniformed officers. Although the findings did not indicate a substantial
increase, they did indicate that agencies are continuing to enhance the role of
uniformed officers as was discussed previously in the literature (Womack, 2007).
Table 19
Tasks Frequently Performed by Uniformed Officers
Tasks Performed
Current Research
1
%
93

Prior Research
1
%
91

Notify investigation units

79

73

6

Testify in court

73

80

-7

Conduct records checks

73

69

4

Canvass for witnesses

73

64

9

Interview victims

70

64

6

Interview witnesses

69

64

5

Conduct drug field tests

56

44

12

Submit evid. for analysis

43

40

3

Interview suspects

40

47

-7

Collect evidence from scene

39

42

-3

Collect evid. from suspect

34

42

-8

Interrogate suspects

26

41

-15

Coordinate w/ prosecutors

15

25

-10

Conduct surveillance

8

20

-12

Conduct undercover

2

8

-6

Secure crime scene

Difference
1
%
2

1

% = percentages are rounded to the nearest whole percent.

Table 19 indicates that although there have been increases in certain tasks that
are performed frequently by uniformed officers, there have also been areas
which have declined. The largest increase in a task performed by uniformed
officers was conducting field tests on drugs. This task has increased by 12% over
the past decade. This increase was followed by canvassing for witnesses
wherein a 9% increase was observed. The largest decline could be seen in the
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lower half of the task spectrum cited above, wherein agencies which indicated
that eight of the specified tasks in both past and present research were not
frequently performed by uniformed officers. These eight tasks were performed by
less than 50% of responding agencies (submit evidence for forensic analysis,
interview suspects, collect evidence from crime scene, collect evidence from
suspect, interrogate suspects, coordinate with prosecutors, conduct surveillance,
and conduct undercover activities). All of these tasks at the lower end of the
spectrum with the exception of “submitting evidence for forensic analysis”
reflected a downward trend from past research to current. Not only were these
tasks on the lower end of the spectrum in the previous research, it appears each
of these tasks are being utilized even less frequently than before.
Table 19 above also indicates there is a decrease in the number of
agencies tasking uniformed officers with evidence collection. This decline in the
tasking of uniformed officers may be impacted by the increase in the number of
evidence technicians being employed by the responding agencies in the current
study; one of the primary tasks of these individuals is to collect and analyze
evidence. However, this study does not attempt to explore the rationale behind
the decline and further research would be necessary to determine causality.
Changes in investigative training and evaluation of Uniformed Officers
In the current study 42% (75) of agencies indicated that classroom training
on investigations is required after uniformed officers have completed the basic
academy. The amount of classroom training on investigations in the current study
is a 7% increase from the previous research that indicated only 35% of agencies
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required uniformed officers to complete investigative training, after their initial
academy. Furthermore, agencies were asked if their uniformed officers were
required to undergo refresher or advanced investigative training and 35% (62)
indicated they did require further training. The amount of refresher or advanced
investigative training in the current study indicated a 19% increase over the past
decade.
Table 20
Types of Training Provided to Uniformed Officers

Current
Research
1
%

Type of Training

Previous
Research
1
%
96

Change
1
%

Crime scene procedures

89

Report writing

89

Evidence gathering

87

94

-7

Interview/Interrogation

87

89

-2

Courtroom Testimony

72

86

-14

88

-7
1

1

% = percentages are rounded to the nearest whole percent.

The data indicates there has been a decline in the amount of training
provided for uniformed officers in the above described areas. The only exception
was the amount of training for report writing, which increased by 1%.
Investigators
This part of the instrument was aimed at illustrating what types of activities
investigators perform. In the present study, the researcher provided a list of six
activities and asked agencies to specify the extent to which investigators at their
agency performed the listed activities. As in previous research, this research did
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not include the core investigative activities (i.e., testify in court, conduct records
checks, etc.).
The results of the agencies’ responses to the group of questions regarding the
investigative tasks which their investigators regularly perform are addressed
below and compared to previous research.
Table 21
Tasks Regularly Performed by Investigators

Type of Task
Process crime scenes for physical evidence

Current
Research
1
%
68

Previous
Research
1
%
69

Change
1

%
-1

Prioritize cases based on local area problems

67

67

0

Work in pairs

35

23

12

Do community problem solving

29

28

1

Self-assign cases based on local area problems

21

33

-12

Conduct undercover investigations

12

26

-14

1

% = percentages are rounded to the nearest whole percent.

As the table above reflects, half of the tasks regularly performed by
investigators remained virtually unchanged since previous research. However,
the data indicate that some investigative tasks have changed. The most
substantial change was in the number of investigators conducting undercover
investigations, wherein the data indicate a 14% decline. Furthermore, it may be
important to note how this coincides with the 6% decline in the amount of
uniformed officers conducting undercover activities that was previously noted in
this study’s findings. Also, agencies in the current study indicated that 35% (62)
worked in pairs, which was a 12% increase from the previous study. According to
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Horvath et al.’s (2001) previous research, this group of tasks is generally viewed
as a relatively proactive means of investigations in that they require more than a
traditional follow-up response. The current study, in continuity with previous
research, suggests that investigative work at most agencies is primarily reactive.
The one exception to this in the current study is the increase in the number of
investigators working pairs. The responding agencies in past and present
research have, for the most part, indicated that their agencies do not engage in
proactive investigative tasks on a regular basis.
The agencies’ responses to the group of questions regarding the activities
their investigators regularly perform with uniformed officers are addressed below:


Analyze crime patterns – 30% (54).



Decoy units, stakeouts, etc. – 12% (22).



Work in teams – 9% (17).

The activity of analyzing crime patterns with uniformed officers was regularly
performed by less than one-third of the responding agencies although its
frequency of use increased by 7% since the previous research in 2001. The other
two activities that were performed regularly by investigators remained constant
between the past and present research.
Investigator Selection
Past and present research remained consistent regarding the selection
criteria most commonly used by agencies was the supervisor/staff rating or
evaluations 83% (148). The current study also coincided with previous research
in that investigative skills were the second most common method of selection
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criteria at 81% (144). One noteworthy aspect regarding investigator selection
was that although it appeared to have a growing presence in police literature, the
use of educational requirements for selecting investigators decreased in the
current study (Hilal, Densley, & Zhoa, 2013; Rydberg &Terrill, 2010). The findings
indicated the use of educational requirements decreased from 39% in previous
research to 34% in the current research.
When evaluating the selection process in past and present research, the
processes remained virtually unchanged. The results of the current findings
echoed those in Horvath et al.’s (2001) previous research, in that more than onehalf of agencies utilized oral board interviews and personal interviews in their
selection processes of investigators. The remaining processes (Civil Service
Exam, Peer Evaluation, Tests and Other) were utilized by less than one-third of
responding agencies.
Investigator Training
Much of the current research coincides with previous research regarding
the training of new investigators. The largest variation is reflected below
regarding the results of what types of training new investigators receive.
Table 22
Types of Training for Newly Selected Investigators
Types of Training

(1) Crime type training (homicide, crimes against person,
etc.)
(2) Investigative techniques (interviews/interrogations,
crime scene management, etc.)

Current
Research
1
%
89

Prior
Research
1
%
95

95

97

Difference
1
%
-6
-2
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Table 22 (continued).
(3) Legal issues (arrest, search, court testimony, etc.)

77

88

-11

(4) Management/administration (report writing, case
management, data systems, etc.)

67

67

0

1

% = percentages are rounded to the nearest whole percent.

The most notable decline in training for newly selected investigators regarding
training on legal issues was -11%, followed by crime type training at -6%. In
regard to refresher or advanced training among current investigators, 62% (111)
of respondents in the current study indicated their investigators (excluding new
investigators) were required to undergo refresher or advanced training. The
requirements to undergo refresher or advanced training corresponds with
previous research wherein 59% in the previous study indicated they also required
investigators to undergo refresher or advanced training.
Agencies were also asked a list of questions regarding items that are
authorized by the agencies for those investigators who are attending training.
The two most substantial changes between past and present data was the
increase in the utilization of the reimbursement of “some expenses,” which
increased by 31% from previous research and the increase in agencies allotting
time-off which increased by 19% from previous research.
Table 23
Items Authorized by Agencies for Investigator Training

Authorized Item
Reimburse all expenses
Time off

Current
Research
1
%
78
65

Previous
Research
1
%
80
46

Change
1

%
-2
19
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Table 23 (continued).
Reimburse some expenses

56

25

Over-time

56

-

-

Comp time

55

-

-

31

1

% = percentages are rounded to the nearest whole percent.
- = no previous data available

Agencies in both studies were provided with a list of factors regarding the
training of investigators and asked to indicate to which degree each factor had
been a problem. The three main issues of manpower shortage, lack of funding,
and non-availability of desired training remained constant in both the former and
the current study. However, the ranking of two of the categorized issues
changed. The most frequently selected issues in the current study were lack of
funding, followed by manpower shortage, then the non-availability of desired
training.
Table 24
Issues with Training

Issue

Current Research
1
%
60

Prior Research
1
%
55

Difference
1
%
5

Manpower shortage

50

57

-7

Non-availability of desired training

34

32

2

Lack of quality of training

19

14

5

Excessive length of training

13

19

-6

Ineffectiveness of training

13

9

4

Lack of management support

11

10

1

Low individual motivation

6

8

-2

Lack of funding

1

% = percentages are rounded to the nearest whole percent
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Agencies were asked about investigator attrition and the most common
factors attributing to investigator attrition. The table below (Table 25) reflects the
current findings compared to the previous study’s findings regarding investigator
attrition. The two most substantial increases were to improve promotional
potential and periodic rotation cycle; both of which increased 6% from the
previous study.
Table 25
Factors Regarding Investigator Attrition

Factor

Current Study
1
%
53

Prior Research
1
%
47

Difference
1
%
6

Retirement

40

38

2

Periodic rotation cycle

28

22

6

Job stress

16

20

-4

Dislike of investigative work

11

7

4

Collective bargaining agreement

1

3

-2

Improve promotional potential

1

% = percentages are rounded to the nearest whole percent

Agencies were also asked if there were any policies that limit how long officers
were allowed to serve in investigative positions. The responses in the current
study indicated that 85% (140) of the responding agencies did not have policies
that limit how long officers serve in investigative positions which is a 7% increase
from the previous research’s data.
Investigative Management
This section examines several areas of interest. The initial areas
evaluated were regarding the supervision of investigators and the selection of
investigative supervisors. The data did not indicate any substantial changes in
the methods utilized to select investigatory supervisors. The most noteworthy
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change was how the utilization of personnel records moved from the fourth most
utilized to the second most commonly utilized when selecting supervisory
investigators. The other criteria and their ranking remained similar to those in the
previous findings. The data indicated the utilization of educational requirements
declined by 3% over the past decade. This 3% decline coincided with a 5%
decline in the utilization of educational requirements in the selection criteria of
non-supervisory investigators as well. As previously mentioned, this data is
somewhat inconsistent with some views in the literature surrounding education
and policing (Roberg & Bonn, 2004).
The processes utilized in selecting supervisory investigators did not
change substantially from what previous research indicated except for the use of
oral interview boards. The use of these oral interview boards by the responding
agencies to select supervisory investigators rose from 44% to 59%, yielding a
15% increase in the use oral boards.
Under this subsection the researcher also explores how cases are
assigned to investigators. The table below (table 26) reflects the increases which
have taken place over the past decade regarding the processes utilized when
assigning cases to investigators.
Table 26
Investigator Case Assignment

Method
Specialty of the investigator

Current Study
1
%
62

Prior Research
1
%
50

Difference
1
%
12

Caseload of the investigator

52

35

17
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Table 26 (continued).
Based on the experience of the investigator

48

36

12

By rotation

31

25

6

1

% = percentages are rounded to the nearest whole percent

As Table 26 reflects, the data indicate every method was utilized more frequently
in the current research. This increase in the utilization of these specific methods
may illustrate the success and/or subsequent uniformity of the methods utilized
to assign investigators cases; however, further research is needed to determine
causality as it was not the intent of the researcher to examine the causality in this
area. The method which reported the most substantial increase was “case
assignment based on the caseload of the investigator,” which increased by 17%
from the previous research. Both the specialty of the investigator and the
experience of the investigator rose 12% from the data in the previous research.
How Investigative Reports are Prepared and Filed
The current study indicated that 90% of the agencies prepared reports by
typing them into a computer for database entry; wherein only 74% in the previous
study indicated their investigators did this. Thus, the shift indicates a 16%
increase in the number of agencies whose investigators utilized computers to
prepare reports. In the current study agencies were also asked how investigative
reports were filed. The results indicated 95% (169) of the agencies investigators
entered the reports into a computer database, and 45% (81) indicated the
investigators filed these manually. Previous research indicated that only 76%
were entered by computer, and 66% were filed manually; thus indicating a
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substantial increase in the number of agencies now utilizing computers to file
reports.
How Investigations are Monitored
How agencies monitored the progress of their investigation was examined.
In both past and present research the agencies were provided a list of six stages
of an investigation and asked to indicate whether or not a specific stage was
monitored and whether it was tracked manually or by computer. Table 27 below
reflects a comparison between past and present research concerning the
agencies’ responses to each different stage of the investigation.
Table 27
How Agencies Monitor the Status of Cases in the Investigation Process
Not Monitored
Stages

Present
%

1

∆

Past
%

1

%

1

Monitored
Manually
Present
Past
%

1

%

1

∆
%

1

Monitored by
Computer
Present Past
%

1

%

1

∆
1
%

Complaint

6

8

-2

51

60

-9

43

34

9

Case Referred to
Investigative Unit
Investigator
Reports/Efforts
Laboratory Analysis
of Evidence
Referral to
Prosecutor
Prosecutor
Disposition
Court Disposition

4

8

-4

32

56

-24

64

36

28

3

4

-1

40

63

-23

57

36

21

6

7

-1

58

74

-16

35

19

16

7

7

0

62

72

-10

31

22

9

13

11

2

55

64

-9

31

25

6

33

13

20

51

59

-8

31

29

2

1

% = percentages are rounded to the nearest whole percent

∆ = Difference or change between past and present research

Table 27 (above) reflects the notable differences in the number of stages
monitored by computer opposed to the previous study, wherein the majority were
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monitored manually. The utilization of monitoring cases by computer increased in
every category. However, the three most notable increases were regarding the
utilization of computers to monitor the referral of the case to the investigative unit,
which increased by 28%, the investigator’s reports/efforts which increased by
21%, and the laboratory analysis of evidence which increased by 16%.
Ninety-two percent of the responding agencies indicated they regularly
met with other criminal justice agencies to share information thus indicating an
increase of 10% of inter-agency coordination regarding investigations.
Clearance Rates
Agencies in both studies were asked to indicate how important clearance
rates were in regard to investigator evaluation. The current study’s results
coincided with previous findings, wherein between 58% and 62% of agencies
considered clearance rates to be moderately important when evaluating
investigator performance. The findings regarding the level of importance placed
on clearance rates when judging the overall performance of investigative units
remained moderately important to approximately 60% of the responding
agencies in both studies.
Agencies in both studies were provided a list of items that may help
investigative clearance rates and were asked to rate the importance of each item.
The top three items (increase investigative manpower, improvements in
technology-related areas and formal training upon appointment as an
investigator) remained the same in both the past and present research. However,
the level of importance for each factor changed. Formal training upon
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appointment as an investigator became the most important (70%) to the
responding agencies. An increase in investigative personnel (manpower)
became the second most important (65%) followed by improvements in
technology-related areas (61%). Furthermore, the three lowest ranked items
remained constant in both past and present research as well. The three lowest
ranked items were: give patrol officers less responsibility (11%), organizational
restructuring (16%), and more emphasis on clearance rates for evaluation (21%).
Prosecutorial investigative staff and consultation
Agencies were also provided with a variety of different arrests and asked
to indicate the extent to which they usually consult with the prosecutor’s office
prior to the arrest (other than obtaining a warrant) and/or after an arrest (other
than obtaining a warrant). The results of the current study were similar to those
findings in previous research remaining relatively unchanged.
When comparing agencies’ responses, on average the number of
agencies who consulted with the prosecutor’s office prior to an arrest also
consulted with the prosecutor’s office after an arrest as well. The crimes in which
agencies who most frequently contacted the prosecutor’s office both prior to and
after an arrest were homicides (82% prior and 72% after) and official misconduct
or corruption (80% prior and 64% after). Homicide and official misconduct were
also the top crimes agencies most frequently contacted the prosecutor’s office in
previous research as well (Horvath et al., 2001). The lowest ranked crime was
serious property crime, and this remained the lowest both prior to an arrest (41%)
and after an arrest (35%). Serious property crime was also selected as the
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lowest ranked crime in previous research conducted by Horvath and colleagues.
(2001).
The continuity of the organizational relationship between the responding
agencies and their prosecutor’s office was also examined. Agencies were asked
if there was a continuing organizational relationship between the agency outside
of what is required for warrants or arrests, wherein agencies indicated that 79%
(141) did have a regular and continual relationship with the prosecutor’s office.
The agencies’ responses regarding their prosecutorial relationship in the current
study illustrated a 3% increase from Horvath’s et al.’s (2001) findings.
When agencies were asked to identify the most common problems
regarding relationships with prosecutors, the two most frequently cited in both
past and present research were insufficient feedback from prosecutor on cases
not prosecuted (47% in present study) and insufficient notice of prosecutor needs
(36% in present study). The third most frequently identified problem was found to
be poor communication between investigators and prosecutors. This problem
replaced the previous research’s findings wherein problems regarding court
scheduling were found to be the third most common problem.
Investigative Support
Evidence Technicians
Agencies in both studies were asked if they employed any evidence
technicians at their agency, specifically personnel designated to collect and/or
process evidence at crime scenes. The responses in the current study indicated
that 68% (121) of the agencies employed evidence technicians. Therefore, this
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shift indicated a 23% increase over the past decade in the amount of evidence
technicians employed. The average number of evidence technicians employed
by agencies remained constant between the past and present research at an
average of two evidence technicians per agency.
The number of agencies requiring specialized experience or training for
evidence technicians increased from 87% in previous research to 91% in the
current findings. Table 28 below further reflects the various specialized
experience and/or training required for evidence technicians.
Table 28
Required Specialized Training or Experience for Evidence Technicians
Specialized
Training/Experience
Previous
Current
Research
Study
1
1
%
%

Difference
%

1

Type
Specialized training outside of your
agency

100

88

12

Specialized in-house training

85

88

-3

Sworn office experience

63

61

2

Investigative experience

43

42

1

Some college education

28

20

8

A college degree

18

8

10

1

% = percentages are rounded to the nearest whole percent.

The most notable change from previous research was how the
requirement for specialized training or experience outside of the respective
agency increased by 12%; furthermore, the responses reflected that 100% of the
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agencies now required this type of specialized training. Subsequently specialized
in-house training was the only type of training to decline (-3%) from previous
research. Other notable increases were the amount of college education required
by the responding agencies. The current research reflected an 8% increase in
the number of agencies which require some college education and a 10%
increase in the number of agencies which require a college degree for evidence
technicians. These findings are contrary to this research’s findings regarding the
educational requirements for selecting investigators; wherein the use of
educational requirements decreased from those cited in previous research.
Crime Laboratory Services
When agencies were asked to describe their access to routine crime
laboratory services, the most frequent response of “readily available in all cases”
was selected by 44% of the responding agencies. These responses indicated a
6% decline from previous research. The option of “available but difficult to get
timely access” increased by 10% from the previous research’s findings. Another
notable change was the 7% decline in agency responses to “readily available,
but only in serious cases.”
The responding agencies were asked if their agency had any unsolved
cases that were currently backlogged due to the fact there was no DNA analysis
readily available, wherein 40% (72) of the responding agencies did in fact have
unsolved cases that were currently backlogged due to the lack of availability of
DNA analysis. These responses indicated a 31% increase from the findings in
the previous research. Another notable change was the decline in the number of
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agencies indicating that the DNA backlog was due to the lack of qualified
personnel. Previous research indicated that 68% of the agencies indicated that
the DNA backlog was due to the lack of qualified personnel, wherein only 25% of
the current responding agencies indicated that was the issue. These responses
reflect a 43% decline in the number of agencies indicating issues with the lack of
qualified personnel regarding DNA analysis. Lack of funding was cited as the
most frequent cause of DNA backlogs.
Investigative Support Systems
The most notable change regarding agency use of the Automated
Fingerprint Identification System (AFIS) was the 18% increase in the number of
agencies who indicated they had their own AFIS. Agencies were asked to
indicate if certain types of records were available to investigators either in
computer or manual form. The table below reflects the responding agencies’
increase in the utilization of computers when making certain records available to
investigators.
Table 29
Files Available to Investigators

Type of File

Crime reports

Available on
Computer
Previously
1
%
70

Available on
Computer
Currently
1
%
89

Difference
1
%
19

Arrest reports

72

88

16

Case disposition

67

81

14
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Table 29 (continued).
Prosecution disposition

45

57

12

Court dispositions

30

49

-19

Summary of crime statistics

14

80

66

1

% = percentages are rounded to the nearest whole percent.

The availability of records to investigators via computer has increased in every
record type that was presented. The most notable increase was in the availability
of summary of crime statistics in which the availability increased by 66% since
previous research. The other most notable increases involved the availability of
crime reports and court dispositions which both increased by 19% over the past
decade.
Agencies were also asked to indicate which files their agency maintained
on computer in order to support investigations.
Table 30
Files Maintained by Agencies to Support Investigations

Type of File

Available on Computer
Currently

Available on Computer
Previously

Difference

1

1

Sex offender

%
90

%
60

%
30

Stolen property

89

73

16

Stolen vehicles

88

78

10

Mug shot

84

52

32

Known offender

79

56

23

1
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Table 30 (continued).
M.O. file

47

31

16

Fingerprints

41

24

17

Organized crime
intelligence

44

27

17

Narcotics intelligence

44

40

4

1

% = percentages are rounded to the nearest whole percent.

Every agency indicated they increased the files which were maintained on
computers to support investigations. However, the three most substantial
changes in files maintained by agencies to support investigations were mug
shots (32%), sex offender (30%), and known offender (23%). The utilization of
computers to support narcotics intelligence increased; however, its increase at
4% was nominal compared to the other categories.
Communications Support for Investigations
Agencies were provided with five different communications systems that
may be utilized to support investigations. The table below reflects the changes
between the previous study and the current findings. Given the advances in
mobile communications and the fact that these devices are more frequently
available, perhaps the most surprising difference in the two studies was that
there was no difference in the amount of responding agencies that provided
cellular telephones to support investigations (Fowles, Loeb, & Clark, 2010). The
use of three of the other means of communication increased over the past
decade, and the use of pagers was the only form of communication to decline (69%) since the previous study.
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Table 31
Daily Access to Communication Devices in Investigations

Email

94

Available
Previously
1
%
73

Cellular Phones

89

89

0

Internet

91

74

17

Pagers

26

95

-69

72

18

Type of File

Voicemail

Available Currently
1
%

90

Difference
1
%
21

1

% = percentages are rounded to the nearest whole percent.

Furthermore, when agencies were asked if they were going to upgrade or
enhance specified items within the next year, the agencies cited the two most
frequent upgrades as being computers in vehicles and crime analysis
capabilities.
Investigative Effectiveness
Agencies were asked to rate a list of factors that may improve clearance
rates, wherein, the top three and bottom three ratings remained constant
between both past and present research. The top three factors selected in the
current study were formal training upon appointment as investigator (70%),
increase in investigative personnel (65%), and improvements in technologyrelated areas (61%). Although these three factors remained the most frequently
selected factors between both past and present research, the level of importance
varied between studies. In the previous research agencies found that an increase
in investigative personnel would have the most substantial impact of clearance
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rates. Conversely, the current study found that formal training upon appointment
to an investigator would be most likely to improve clearance rates.
When agencies were asked to rate items which posed legal problems
during the investigative process during the last five years, the top item posing the
most substantial legal problem was the use of informants. The use of informants
was selected by 5% of the responding agencies as being a moderate to large
problem. The previous research found that searches posed the largest problem,
and the use of informants was rated as the second more frequently cited
problem.
The Influence of Popular Media
In an attempt to ascertain more information regarding the influence of
popular media and the police perspective on popular media, the responding
agencies were asked if they thought investigative work in general was
misrepresented in the popular media. The previous research indicated that a total
of 73% of the responding agencies indicated that they did in fact believe
investigative work was generally misrepresented in the popular media. The
current study found that agencies indicated an approximate increase of 5% from
the previous study’s findings. Conversely, when agencies were asked to rate the
degree of misrepresentation among certain areas of popular media, the
misrepresentation in every area measured had decreased in the current study
from previous findings. The current study added the additional area of “crime
scene investigation/use of DNA.” This area has become somewhat prevalent in
modern media and as discussed in previous chapters, the literature suggests it
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may have considerable influence on the perception of investigations (Cole &
Dioso-Villa, 2009).
Although there was a decline in the level of influence in every area
previously measured, the area of crime scene/use of DNA was the most
commonly selected area (at 85%) by the responding agencies. The overall
decline of influence can be observed in Table 32 below.
Table 32
Areas Where Investigative Work is Misrepresented in Popular Media

Area
Crime scene investigation/use of DNA

Current
Research
1
%
85

Moderate - Large
Misrepresentation
Previous
Difference
Research
1
1
%
%
-

Use of excessive force

76

94

-18

Interrogations

73

89

-16

Use of informants

71

80

-9

Investigator discretion

67

80

-13

Relationships with suspects

65

81

-16

Relationships with the public

59

71

-12

Investigator intellectual ability

57

64

-7

Investigator physical ability

57

66

-9

Relationships with victims and/or witnesses

54

63

-9

Relationships with supervisors

43

65

-22

Relationships with uniformed officers

43

59

-16

1

% = percentages are rounded to the nearest whole percent.
- = Not measured in previous data
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The second most commonly selected area of influence was the use of excessive
force (76%) and was followed by interrogations (73%) and the use of informants
(71%). The three areas which experienced the greatest decline regarding their
influence were relationships with supervisors (-22%), the use of excessive force
(-18%), along with relationships with uniformed officers, relationships with
suspects, and interrogations (all which declined by -16%).
Influential and Future Research
The current study along with previous research examined the extent to
which research conducted over the past five years has directly influenced the
responding agencies’ policies and/or practices regarding the criminal
investigative process. Nine specified areas were examined regarding the extent
to which each area influenced the responding agencies. The previous research
addressed eight areas, wherein the current research has an additional area listed
as “access to and/or training in high technology assets.” The table below (Table
33) reflects the difference in influence regarding the previous finding opposed to
the current research’s findings.
Table 33
Direct Influence of Research Regarding the Criminal Investigative Process

Current
Research
1
%
57

Previous
Research
1
%
43

Difference
1
%
14

Computerized databases (e.g. AFIS)

51

63

-12

Access to and/or training in high technology
assets

38

-

-

Area
Forensic science applications (e.g. DNA)
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Table 33 (continued).
Criminal investigations management

23

37

-14

Case screening

17

23

-6

Relationships between investigators and
community policing
Investigator selection techniques

13

36

-23

11

19

-8

Decentralization/Centralization of investigators

10

16

-6

9

21

-12

Team policing

- = Not measured in previous research
1

% = percentages are rounded to the nearest whole percent.

The most notable and the only area to increase which directly influenced the
responding agencies’ criminal investigative process was forensic science
applications (e.g. DNA, etc.). As the table above reflects, this area increased by
14% over the past decade. The other most commonly selected areas to influence
policies or practices were computerized databases (51%), access to and/or
training in high technology assets (38%), and criminal investigations
management (23%). The top areas of influence remained constant from past and
present research with the exception of the access to and/or training in high
technology assets, which had not been previously measured.
When agencies were asked to prioritize areas within the criminal
investigative process regarding the need for future research, the responses
indicated that crime intelligence/mapping/information systems was the area most
commonly selected as the top priority for future research. This replaced the
previous study’s top priority wherein agencies selected technological
improvements in investigative techniques and the area of crime
intelligence/mapping/information systems was selected as the fourth most
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important. Many aspects of the current study’s findings coincide with previous
research in that the agencies’ top five priorities for future research remained the
same. However, the level of priority in the top areas did vary from past to present
findings. There appeared to be a trend in the top three selected in the current
study all revolved around some type of technology (crime
intelligence/mapping/information systems (89%), technological improvements in
investigative techniques (87%), and technological improvements in investigations
management (81%)). Investigative training (78%) and interagency cooperation
(71%) were at the bottom of the top five priorities.
Discussion of Notable Changes in the Past Decade
The greatest overall changes that are reiterated throughout the results are
the agencies’ propensities toward forensics and technology. Previous research
indicated that although there had been significant advances at the time of the
previous research, these did not appear to have substantially influenced the
investigative process. In many aspects of the current study, the agencies’
selection and/or prioritization of both forensics and technology increased
throughout nearly every aspect measured.
The involvement of agencies with various types of task forces has
increased considerably over the past decade. Additionally, although it was not
examined in the previous study, the number of agencies that became involved in
anti-terrorism task forces was a notable increase of 25% since 2001.
Although the overall percentages regarding investigative training and
uniformed officer responsibilities did not increase, the tendencies for agencies to
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recognize the utilization of patrol officers as key aspects within the investigative
process continued. There were increases in the amount of investigative training
for officers, as well as an increase in the need to improve communications and
assist uniformed officers.
The most significant change regarding the investigative management of
the responding agencies were the shifts in the utilization of computers opposed
to manually monitoring cases. This increase in the utilization of computers was
an aspect that was likely anticipated in the previous research; however, Horvath
et al.’s (2001) previous findings did not indicate a substantial change in the use
of computers.
Many aspects surrounding the support of the investigative process were
noteworthy in the current findings. There was a notable increase in the number of
agencies indicating they employed evidence technicians. Also, the level of
educational requirements, specifically the factor of having a college degree for
these positions increased. One hundred percent of the responding agencies now
require some type of training for their crime scene investigators. There was a
substantial increase in the number of agencies which reported having unsolved
cases that were backlogged due to the availability of DNA analysis. The most
common reason for the DNA backlogs was due to the lack of funding for DNA
analysis.
Again, the trend of agencies being more apt to utilize computers carried
over into the realm of investigative support as well. Wherein, there was a notable
increase in the number of investigative support files that were available by
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computer. In addition, there was a substantial increase in the communication
devices available to investigative personnel.
There was a slight increase from the previous research on the influence of
popular media regarding the perception of investigative work. Although it was not
measured in the previous study, the most commonly selected area which
influenced the perception of investigative work in the media was crime scene
investigations/use of DNA evidence. These findings coincide with many aspects
of the literature regarding the influence of popular media on of investigative work
(Cole & Dioso-Villa, 2009).
What has Remained Constant Over the Past Decade
There appears to be a continuous void in the amount of training provided
to law enforcement. The current study concludes that this appears to still be a
substantial factor within the law enforcement community. A large number of
agencies reported there have been declines in the levels of training provided to
newly selected investigators. This study’s findings regarding the need for training
may also coincide with the findings which indicate funding was the largest factor
regarding training.
Agencies indicated there was not a substantial increase in the role of
patrol officers in investigations. However, agencies did provide more training to
uniformed officer regarding investigations. The majority of agencies indicated
they continued to utilize the same selection criteria when selecting investigators,
further demonstrating that the use of various levels of college education as a
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requirement or criteria continue to not be utilized by the majority of the
responding agencies.
The three elements which were considered to have the most significant
impact of clearance rates remained the same over the past decade (increase
investigative manpower, improvements in technology-related areas and formal
training upon appointment as an investigator). This is interesting due to that fact
that a higher number of the responding agencies in Horvath et al.’s (2001)
previous research reported a 22% decline in clearance rates for serious crimes
opposed to only 7% of the respondents in the current study. Wherein, the
majority of agencies’ clearance rates have improved or remained constant over
the past decade.
The relationships between agencies and prosecutors remained constant
over the past ten years. Both past and present research indicated that the
responding agencies maintained a regular and continual relationship with their
respective prosecutor’s office.
The agencies responses regarding the prioritization of future research
remained constant from previous research in regard to the most influential
categories; however, the priority of the top categories changed. Those selected
as the most influential categories for future research coincided with the current
study’s trend toward the influence of technology. Wherein, the top three priorities
for future research were crime intelligence/mapping/information systems,
technological improvements in investigative techniques, and technological
improvements in investigations management.
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Implications for Criminal Justice / Law Enforcement Practices
These findings may prompt many agencies to re-examine current policies
regarding the criminal investigative process. Some policy implications and the
rationale behind these policy recommendations will be discussed in the following
paragraphs. These implications and recommendations should be examined
within the context of the limitations of these research findings.
The findings of this research echo the findings of previous research in that
they dispelled many popular perceptions or misperceptions regarding common
investigative activities. Many of these misperceptions may not be so surprising
given the amount of media interest and coverage placed on investigator
work/activities. Some of the common misperceptions dispelled included
undercover operations are frequent, investigators always have specialized skills,
investigators are always working major cases, and crimes are always cleared.
Much of what investigators do involved administrative tasks opposed always
actively working on investigations by conducting search and arrest warrants,
conducting surveillance, working undercover, etc.
Given the increases in the utilization of technology and information
systems in the current study, the policy surrounding these various aspects of
intelligence-led policing should be further examined. The relatively recent change
in many police departments focusing more on intelligence-led policing
emphasizes the importance of possessing capabilities to store and process huge
quantities of data. Many predict this component of policing will continue to
expand over the coming years (Ratcliffe, 2002). The compilations of these
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databases result in police agencies being some of the largest distributors of
crime-related information. However, some researchers note there are areas
which need to be addressed in policy when utilizing an intelligence-led, database
driven strategy. The utilization of computer aided statistics regarding “hot spots”
or general trends in crime within a specific geographic proximity can produce vital
intelligence which can facilitate the implementation of effective strategies.
However, agencies must examine the risks of intelligence systems becoming
extensively bureaucratic and cumbersome. Certain aspects may create
restrictions on the investigators’ ability to function more efficiently, thus negating
the primary function or objective of intelligence-led policing (Ratcliffe, 2002).
The levels of training for police practitioners have drastically increased
over the past few decades (Birzer, 2003). The findings in the current research
reflect increases in the desire and quantity of training being provided within the
investigative process. The professionalization of the police force was and
continues to be a growing trend in police literature. Much of the data in the
current study indicate that police agencies desire more training for investigators,
patrol officers, and evidence technicians; however, in regards to formal
education, the primary area which required levels of formal education were
evidence technicians. The responding agencies’ desire for training highlights a
continued need and focus to build a systematic understanding in policy regarding
partnerships between higher education/training and police practitioners
(Neyroud, 2011).
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The findings in this research indicate that the role of patrol officers
continues to be important an element within the criminal investigative process.
Many agencies may need to re-examine policies surrounding several aspects
regarding the role of patrol officers within their respective agency. In both the
previous research and the current research, patrol officers have been an
instrumental part of the criminal investigative process. In fact, findings have
indicated that most agencies have continued to increase the role patrol officers
play in the investigative process. Additionally, the level and amount of training
being provided to patrol officers have continued to increase since 9/11. The need
to address policy regarding what is expected from patrol officer responding to
crime scenes should address what responsibilities should be undertaken by
these patrol officers. Furthermore, given the decline in some areas regarding
patrol officers’ responsibilities, agencies may need to examine the limitations of
patrol based on their training and experience.
There was a substantial increase in the number of agencies assigning
investigators to task forces. This increase in assigning investigators to work on
task forces may indicate that agencies are likely more concerned with larger
more complex criminality which extends beyond their jurisdictional boundaries.
Although some aspects of this type of criminality may not be within the
geographic scope of the agency’s jurisdiction, the effects from these types of
criminal syndicates undoubtedly influence certain aspects within the agency’s
jurisdiction. Therefore, having the ability to assign an investigator to a multi-
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jurisdictional task force will extend the interests of the agency, which may
otherwise be beyond the realm of their immediate control.
The need for agencies to examine policies regarding the strengthening of
evidence collection and processing may also need to be re-examined. The
continuity of DNA backlogs from previous to the current findings suggests
ongoing issues with the abilities of agencies or their respective crime labs to
process DNA in a timely manner. The current findings differ from previous
findings, in that funding has become the predominate issue responsible for the
backlogs, as opposed to an insufficient number of qualified personnel. Agencies
having the capability and/or funding capacity to process this DNA could be more
valuable than other investigative actions. If agencies are able to process this
DNA in a timely manner, the results may lead to an increase in apprehension
rates. The findings indicate a change regarding the basis of the backlogs.
However, the end result remains that there are a substantial number of agencies
reporting DNA backlogs, and this incessant issue should be addressed.
This research also reflects an apparent trend toward investigative
technologies and forensic science applications within the investigative process.
These items were some of the most notable aspects of the study. The trend
toward various types of science and technology were somewhat anticipated
given their exceptional growth in both literature and application over the past
decade.
Community policing has been a large part of police literature for the last
couple of decades. The previous research concluded the police investigative
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function remained isolated from the trends of community policing as well as the
“Broken Windows” theory. The current study further illustrates the continuum that
although aspects of community policing play a role within the investigative
process, it is only one of the elements that contributes to the overall collaborative
efforts of the criminal investigative process. Previous research stated that
“community policing and Broken Windows” were “trends in policing” (Horvath et
al., 2001, p 111; Wilson & Kelling, 1982). However, given the data in the present
study as well the data collected in the two previous studies directly concerning
the investigative process (Chaiken et al., 1976; Horvath et al., 2001), this may be
a trend more so in police literature as opposed to the police investigative process
itself.
Limitations
This section will address the various limitations which may potentially
impact this research. The limitations addressed in this section are not an
exhaustive list; other limitations may exist. This research utilized a nonprobability sampling method, which may potentially impact the findings. Drawing
a probability sampling in this study was not a practical approach given the size of
the target population and the time and resource limitations of the researcher. The
generalization of the findings may only be representative of the target population
when the limitations of the CALEA sample are being fully considered. Although
attention was given to the data collection procedures and the demographic
characteristics of the sample population were similar to the target population in
scope, the quantity of the responding participants from sample may potentially
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impact the representativeness of the population. The number of agencies which
successfully completed the questionnaire (n=187) only represented
approximately 1% of the target population.
Another limitation that may impact the findings is the instrument itself; the
instrument was designed to provide a contemporary comprehensive review of the
criminal investigative process in the United States while allowing comparisons
between past and present research. Survey research has both advantages and
limitations. One must consider research bias given the creation of the instrument
coupled with the non-probability method utilized; both must be considered when
examining the findings. Additionally, the length of the instrument should be
considered when examining the findings given that some respondents may have
answered based on convenience (Champion, 2006).
The researcher’s objective was to have the individual who was the most
knowledgeable regarding the criminal investigative process at his/her respective
agency complete the web-based survey. The researcher contacted the CALEA
representatives at each agency prior to sending the survey and discussed the
survey. However, after the web-based survey was mailed, there was no way of
validating with certainty that the CALEA representative who had been contacted
was the actual individual who completed the survey. It is possible the survey was
completed by another individual, possibly less knowledgeable than the CALEA
representative.
The utilization of frequency distributions was employed to illustrate the
findings. The utilization of frequency distributions limits the ability to establish
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relationships between variables. Furthermore, this level of analysis does not
allow the researcher to account for variance, to make predictions, or fully explain
various elements within the research.
Concluding Observations
In conclusion, this study provided a contemporary comprehensive review
of the police criminal investigation process. Although this research is not an allencompassing description of the criminal investigation process, nor does it reflect
any empirical relationships between certain variables discussed within the text, it
does, however, provide a distinct depiction to areas which have not been
extensively examine since the events of 9/11. The previous data coincided with
the current, in that, some areas have changed within the police investigative
process, and others have not. Both studies reflected a continuity regarding the
misperceptions of the common activities undertaken by investigators. Much of
the previous research indicated the majority of the criminal investigative process
remained relatively uninfluenced from the Chaiken et al. (1976) findings.
However, the current study indicates there have been substantial changes
involving interagency cooperation, changes in the priorities placed on forensic
science applications as well as the use of investigative technologies. Another
noteworthy area that changed was the clearance rates of the responding
agencies. Previous research reported nearly a quarter of the responding
agencies report a decline in clearance rates over the previous ten years. The
current research indicated that only a small number of agencies reported a
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decline, wherein the vast majority of the responding agencies reported clearance
rates had either improved or remained unchanged over the past decade.
It was the intent of the researcher to help fill the literary void regarding the
modern police investigative process in the United States. This research explored
and compared the changes pre- and post 9/11 by enumerating many facets
within the criminal investigative process. These analyses will provoke future
research to focus on specific areas which have been identified and examined
concerning the investigative process. Furthermore, this research provided a
contemporary, comprehensive empirical review and analysis of the criminal
investigative process in the United States, thus, resulting in many implications for
criminal justice policy and practice as well as future research on the criminal
investigative process.
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APPENDIX A
INFORMED CONSENT INFORMATION DOCUMENT
THE UNIVERSITY OF SOUTHERN MISSISSIPPI
RE-EVALUATING THE CRIMINAL INVESTIGATIVE PROCESS:
AN EMPIRICAL EVALUATION OF CRIMINAL INVESTIGATIONS IN THE
UNITED STATES
INFORMED CONSENT INFORMATION DOCUMENT
Policing along with the criminal investigative process has changed
considerably in the past decade, especially since the events of September 11,
2001. However, there has not been a large-scale evaluation of the criminal
investigative process since 2001. This study will be the first in nearly a decade to
evaluate police detective work, investigative efforts and how they relate to other
developments in policing. Your agency has been selected due to your
involvement with the Commission of Accreditation for Law Enforcement Agencies
(CALEA). This survey is a part of the requirements of a doctoral dissertation in
the Administration of Justice Department at the University of Southern
Mississippi.
The information in the study will be collected by a questionnaire utilizing a
web based survey design. You are being asked questions relating to the criminal
investigative process at your agency. The questionnaire should require
approximately 35 minutes to complete. Most participants in this study are CALEA
accredited agencies throughout the United States. Participation in this study is
voluntary. You maintain the ability to refuse participation at any time without
penalty. If you chose to participate you can discontinue participation at any time
by simply exiting the survey’s web browser. The information collected through the
questionnaire will be shared with no one other than the researcher and the
faculty sponsor. The researcher will not discuss any of the specific information
that is collected in the individual questionnaires with any staff members of the
department. The data will be stored in and accessed by a private computer with a
virtual private network (VPN), which will be password protected. Furthermore, the
data will be protected by the survey software’s Secure Socket Layer (SSL). The
links for the survey are automatically encoded by using SSL industry encryption
technology. This ensures no one else has access to the data and adds another
added layer of security. The SSL technology encrypts data that get passed
between servers and the survey respondent.
The principle investigator for this research will be Detective Jeremiah
Rayner from the Hattiesburg Police Department in Mississippi; additionally, he is
a Ph.D. student at the University of Southern Mississippi. You may contact the
researcher at jeremiah.rayner@eagles.usm.edu should you have any questions
concerning the study.
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This project has been reviewed and approved by the Human Subjects
Protection
Review Committee, which ensures that research projects involving human
subjects
follow federal regulations. Any questions or concerns about rights as a research
participant should be directed to the chair of the Institutional Review Board, The
University of Southern Mississippi, Box 5147, Hattiesburg, MS 39406, (601) 2666820.
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APPENDIX C
INSTITUTIONAL REVIEW BOARD NOTICE OF COMMITTEE ACTION
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APPENDIX D
SURVEY INSTRUMENT
GENERAL INSTRUCTIONS: This questionnaire asks for information regarding the day-to-day criminal
investigative process of law enforcement agencies. Responses should be recorded on the questionnaire by
filling in the circle or writing in the appropriate response.
For purposes of the following questions investigators are defined as sworn or non-sworn officers who:Generally wear civilian clothes- Perform primarily investigative duties- Have specially designated titles
such as detective, investigator, agent, etc.- May be managers or supervisors who primarily supervise either
investigators or investigative matters. This definition does not include: Sworn and non-sworn officers
having investigative support duties, such as crime scene or laboratory technicians, legal staff, crime
analysis, and intelligence or information specialists.
Section I: Investigators
1. Which of the following best describes your law enforcement agency? (Mark only one)
1. City/Municipality
2. County
3. State Agency (Police)
4. State Agency (Highway Patrol)
5. Township
6. Other...please specify
2. How many sworn officers does your agency employ?
1. 1 - 50
2. 51 - 100
3. 101 - 150
4. 151 - 200
5. 201 - 300
6. 301 - 500
7. 501 - 1000
8. More than 1000
3. Are investigators (as defined above) employed at your agency?
1. Yes
2. No
4. How many investigators (sworn and non-sworn) does your agency employ? (This answer is to include
investigators in areas such as: internal affairs, homicide, vice, narcotics, etc.)

5. How many investigators are non-sworn?

6. How many investigators are part-time?
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7. What kind of cases do investigators generally investigate?

(1) All cases including minor cases (but uniformed officers do preliminary investigations)
(2) Only certain cases, such as major, complex or lengthy investigations
(3) All cases, including minor cases, but within specific geographic areas
(4) Only certain cases (major, complex, lengthy, etc.) but within specific geographic areas

Yes

No

❏
❏
❏
❏

❏
❏
❏
❏

Yes

No

❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏

❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏

8. What reasons/rationale does your agency have for the organization of its investigators?

a. To be more proactive in investigations
b. To improve community relations
c. To develop expertise in investigations
d. To improve communication or assist uniformed officers
e. To improve familiarity with criminals and crime patterns in the area
f. To make more efficient use of personnel and resources
g. To solve/clear more crimes

9. Does your agency place investigators into separate organized units?
1. Yes
2. No
10. If your agency places investigators into separate organized units please fill out the appropriate response
below. Answer Yes or No and input the number of investigators for each category if applicable. (NOTE:
Please DO NOT INCLUDE INVESTIGATIVE SUPPORT UNITS such as those involved in evidence
collection, analysis, etc.)

Investigations (General)
Crimes against persons
Crimes against property
Homicide
Robbery
Narcotics

Yes

No

NA

❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏

❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏

❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
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Vice
Internal Affairs
Juvenile
Vehicle Theft
Financial Crimes
Internet Crimes
Burglary
Fraud
Sex Crimes
Domestic Violence
Crimes Against Children
Task Force(s) (Terrorist, Drug, Fugitive, etc)

❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏

❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏

❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏

11. How many of your agency's investigators have investigative experience at the levels indicated below
(not counting experience prior to becoming an investigator)? In the blanks below input how many
investigators your agency has at the levels of experience indicated below.
0 to 3 years of experience

4 to 6 years of experience

7 to 10 years of experience

11 or more years of experience
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12. Are cold case files (old unsolved crimes) investigated by your agency?
1. Yes
2. No
13. On what basis are the investigators assigned to these cases?
1. Full-time
2. Part-time
3. N/A
14. What types of cases are usually assigned to cold case investigators?
1. Homicides only
2. Serious crimes against persons
3. Any serious crime
4. N/A
15. At your agency, how often do investigators report to and/or coordinate with supervisors on routine
investigations? (Mark only the most common answer).
1. Daily
2. Weekly
3. Monthly
16. Which of the following response(s) best describes what investigators do in your agency when
investigating serious crimes (choose one for each item listed below)? a. Tasks

(1) Conduct undercover investigations
(2) Do community problem solving
(3) Process crime scenes for physical evidence
(4) Prioritize cases based on local area problems
(5) Self-assign cases based on local area problems
(6) Work in pairs

Never

Sometimes

Usually

Always

❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏

❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏

❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏

❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏

Never

Sometimes

Usually

Always

❏
❏
❏

❏
❏
❏

❏
❏
❏

❏
❏
❏

b. Work with uniformed officers

(1) In teams
(2) On decoy units, stakeouts, etc.
(3) To analyze crime patterns
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17. A number of criteria and processes that are listed below can be used to select investigators. For each
one, please indicate whether or not it is used in your agency.
a. Criteria:
(1) Arrest record
(2) Education requirements specifically for investigators
(3) Investigation skills
(4) Minimum number of years of experience
(5) Personnel records (commendations, complaints, etc.)
(6) Promotion to a certain grade level
(7) Supervisor/staff ratings or evaluations

Never

Sometimes

Usually

Always

❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏

❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏

❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏

❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏

Never

Sometimes

Usually

Always

❏
❏
❏
❏
❏

❏
❏
❏
❏
❏

❏
❏
❏
❏
❏

❏
❏
❏
❏
❏

b. Processes:
(1) Civil service exam
(2) Oral board interview
(3) Peer evaluation
(4) Personal interview
(5) Test (writing, verbal ability, etc.)

19. Has your agency hired people (laterally) from other agencies as investigators within the past five years?
1. Yes
2. No
20. When selected to be an investigator, is the individual automatically entitled to any of the following?

a. Civil service status
b. Higher pay scale
c. Promotion in rank
d. Special allowances

Yes

No

❏
❏
❏
❏

❏
❏
❏
❏

146
21. In your agency how many ranks are there for investigators?
1. One
2. Two
3. Three
4. Four
5. Five or more
22. Are newly selected investigators required to be placed on a probationary period?
1. Yes
2. No
23. Are newly appointed investigators required to complete additional training before being assigned to
their own cases?
1. Yes
2. No
24. What type of training do new investigators receive?

(1) Crime type training (homicide, crimes against property, drugs, etc.)
(2) Investigative techniques (interviews/interrogations, crime scene
management, etc.)
(3) Legal issues (arrest, search, court testimony, etc.)
(4) Management/administration (report writing, case management, data
systems, etc.)

Yes

No

❏
❏
❏
❏

❏
❏
❏
❏

25. Excluding new investigators, are investigators in your agency required to undergo any refresher or
advanced classroom investigations training?
1. Yes
2. No
26. Concerning investigators who attend investigative training instruction, which of the items listed below
are authorized by your agency?

a. Reimburse all expenses
b. Reimburse some expenses
c. Time off
d. Over-time
e. Comp time

Yes

No

❏
❏
❏
❏
❏

❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
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27. With regard to the training of investigators, to which degree has each of the factors listed below been a
problem?

a. Excessive length of training
b. Ineffectiveness of training
c. Lack of funding
d. Lack of management support
e. Lack of quality of training
f. Low individual motivation
g. Manpower shortage
h. Non-availability of desired training

None

Slight

Moderate

Large

❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏

❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏

❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏

❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏

28. Within your agency are there any policies that limit how long officers are allowed to serve in
investigative positions?
1. Yes
2. No
29. Why do people most commonly leave investigative positions in your agency?

a. Collective bargaining agreement
b. Dislike of investigative work
c. Improve promotion potential
d. Job stress
e. Periodic rotation cycle
f. Retirement

Does Not Apply

Not Common

Common

❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏

❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏

❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏

30. Please indicate for each item listed below whether or not the criteria and process is used to select
supervisory investigators in your agency (persons who supervise investigators on a daily basis).
a. Criteria
(1) Officers arrest record
(2) Education requirements specifically for
investigators
(3) Investigative skills

Never

Sometimes

Usually

Always

❏
❏
❏

❏
❏
❏

❏
❏
❏

❏
❏
❏
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(4) Minimum years of experience
(5) Personnel records (commendations,
complaints, etc.)
(6) Supervisor/staff ratings or evaluations

❏
❏
❏

❏
❏
❏

❏
❏
❏

❏
❏
❏

Never

Sometimes

Usually

Always

❏
❏
❏
❏
❏

❏
❏
❏
❏
❏

❏
❏
❏
❏
❏

❏
❏
❏
❏
❏

b. Processes
(1) Civil service exam
(2) Oral board interview
(3) Peer evaluation
(4) Personal interview
(5) Tests (writing, verbal ability, etc.)

31. How is a case assigned to an investigator once the decision is made to investigate the incident?

a. By rotation
b. By size of investigator caseload
c. By the experience of the investigator
e. By the specialty of the investigator

Never

Sometimes

Usually

Always

❏
❏
❏
❏

❏
❏
❏
❏

❏
❏
❏
❏

❏
❏
❏
❏

32. The decision to assign cases to investigators is most commonly made by which of the following?

a. The investigators themselves decide
b. The immediate supervisor who is also a investigator decides
c. The immediate supervisor who is not an investigator decides

Yes

No

❏
❏
❏

❏
❏
❏

33. Are activity logs (written breakdown of activities and/or amount of time spent on cases) routinely
required of investigators in your agency to account for how their time is spent?
1. Yes
2. No

149
34. Different methods are used to evaluate investigators and investigation units. For each item below,
please indicate whether or not it is used in your agency.

a. Analysis of unresolved cases
b. Arrest statistics
c. Audit (review of randomly selected cases)
d. Caseload statistics
e. Clearance statistics
f. Community policing related activities
g. Conviction statistics
h. Crime pattern detection activities
i. Evidence collection/handling
j. Hot spot reduction activities
k. Incident reduction/prevention activities
l. Periodic caseload review
m. Periodic written evaluation by supervisor
n. Property recovered
o. Prosecution statistics
p. Report writing
q. Peer review
r. Success in a major investigation

Used to
Evaluate
Investigators

Not Used to
Evaluate
Investigators

Used to
Evaluate
Units

Not Used to
Evaluate Units

❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏

❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏

❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏

❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
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SECTION II: UNIFORMED OFFICERS
35. From the list below, which investigative functions do uniformed officers perform in your agency?

a. Canvass areas for witnesses
b. Collect physical evidence from crime
scene
c. Collect physical evidence from suspect
d. Conduct drug field tests
e. Conduct records checks
f. Conduct surveillance
g. Conduct undercover activities
h. Coordinate investigations with prosecutors
i. Interrogate suspects
j. Interview suspects
k. Interview victims
l. Interview witnesses
m. Notify investigation units
n. Secure crime scene
o. Submit evidence for forensic analysis
p. Testify in court

Never

Sometimes

Usually

Always

❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏

❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏

❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏

❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏

36. Has your agency attempted to enhance the criminal investigation role of uniformed officers within the
past five years?
1. Yes
2. No
37. Is classroom instruction on investigations required for uniformed officers after they have completed the
basic academy training?
1. Yes
2. No
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38. What types of investigations training are provided?

(a) Crime scene procedures
(b) Court testimony
(d) Interview/interrogation
(c) Evidence gathering
(e) Report writing

Yes

No

❏
❏
❏
❏
❏

❏
❏
❏
❏
❏

39. Is any refresher or advanced investigation training required of uniformed officers in your agency?
1. Yes
2. No
SECTION III: INVESTIGATIVE MANAGEMENT
40. Have any investigators or uniformed officers in your agency been assigned to any investigations task
forces?
1. Yes
2. No
41. What type of agencies, if any, were involved in the task force(s)?

(a) Local police agencies
(b) Sheriff agencies
(c) State agencies
(d) Federal agencies

Yes

No

N/A

❏
❏
❏
❏

❏
❏
❏
❏

❏
❏
❏
❏

42. Are there any anti-terrorism unit/team/task forces at your agency?
1. Yes
2. No
3. NA
43. If YES, were they established prior to September 11, 2001?
1. Yes
2. No
3. NA
44. What types of investigation task forces (single and/or multi-agency) was your agency involved in?

a. A specific case (ex: a single murder)
b. A specific case type (ex: a series of murders)

Yes

No

❏
❏

❏
❏
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c. Drug-related

❏
❏
❏
❏
❏

d. Organized crime-related
e. Terrorism
f. Financial crimes
g. High technology crimes (the use/abuse of technology in order to
facilitate crime)

❏
❏
❏
❏
❏

45. Are civilians (non-sworn) assigned to investigative support tasks at your agency (e.g., evidence
collection, crime analysis intelligence, polygraph, etc.)?
1. Yes
2. No
46. Within the past five years, has your agency introduced any of the following investigative changes?
Projects:
a. A crime analysis/intelligence function
b. Centralization of investigation units
c. Decentralization of investigation units
d. Formal case screening
e. Improved management and monitoring of continuing investigations
f. Police/prosecutor liaison programs
g. Responsibility for problem solving

Yes

No

❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏

❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏

47. Factors that can impact the investigative function are listed below. For each factor, please indicate the
degree to which it is a problem in your agency. a. Uniformed Officer-related Factors

(1) Extensive uniformed officer role in investigations
(2) Heavy administrative workload
(3) Heavy investigative workload
(4) Heavy uniformed officer supervisor workload
(5) Heavy uniformed officer overall workload
(6) Lack of accountability for investigations

No Problem

Slight
Problem

Moderate
Problem

Large
Problem

❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏

❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏

❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏

❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
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(7) Lack of group cohesion
(8) Lack of investigative expertise
(9) Lack of opportunity for promotion
(10) Lateness of follow-up investigation
(11) Low levels of experience
(12) Low uniformed officer job satisfaction/morale
(13) Not enough overtime for investigations
(14) Not enough training on investigations
(15) Poor communication between uniformed
officers
(16) Poor communication between uniformed
officers and investigators
(17) Poor investigation skills

❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏

❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏

❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏

❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏

No Problem

Slight
Problem

Moderate
Problem

Large
Problem

❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏

❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏

❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏

❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏

b. Investigator Factors

(1) Heavy administrative workload
(2) Heavy investigative workload
(3) Heavy investigator supervisor workload
(4) Lack of accountability for investigations
(5) Lack of group cohesion
(6) Lack of investigative expertise
(7) Lack of opportunity for promotion
(8) Lateness of follow-up investigation
(9) Low levels of experience
(10) Low investigator job satisfaction/morale
(11) Not enough overtime for investigations
(12) Not enough training on investigations
(13) Poor communication between investigators
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(14) Poor communication between investigators and
uniformed officers
(15) Poor investigation skills

❏
❏

❏
❏

❏
❏

❏
❏

No Problem

Slight
Problem

Moderate
Problem

Large
Problem

❏
❏
❏
❏

❏
❏
❏
❏

❏
❏
❏
❏

❏
❏
❏
❏

c. Productivity Factors

(1) Low arrest rates
(2) Low clearance rates
(3) Low prosecution rates
(4) Low conviction rates

48. A number of different goals that may be associated with the criminal investigation function are listed
below. For each goal, indicate how important your agency considers it to be with regard to criminal
investigations.
Crime-related Goals
Not Important
(1) Clear cases
(2) Collect intelligence about other crimes
(3) Convict suspects
(4) Investigate all crimes
(5) Investigate all serious crimes
(6) Prevent crime
(7) Prosecute suspects
(8) Protect victims and witnesses
(9) Reduce crime
(10) Solve problems

❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏

Slightly Moderately
Important Important

❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏

❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏

Largely
Important

❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏

49. Does your agency (when assigning cases for investigation) use case solvability factors to determine
whether cases will be assigned?
1. Yes
2. No
50. What types of crimes are they used for?
1. All types
2. Some types
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51. Are there any innovative investigative programs or policies in your agency that are showing enough
success or promise that other agencies would be interested in them?
1. Yes
2. No
52. In regards to the investigation function during the next one to three years, does your agency have any
plans for major changes?
1. Yes
2. No
53. Please indicate below how investigators most commonly prepare their reports?

a. Handwritten/typed
b. Tape recorded and then transcribed by investigator
c. Tape recorded and then transcribed by others
d. Typed on computer for data base entry

Yes

No

❏
❏
❏
❏

❏
❏
❏
❏

Yes

No

❏
❏

❏
❏

Yes

No

❏
❏
❏

❏
❏
❏

54. At your agency how are investigation reports filed?

a. Filed manually
b. Entered into a computer data base

55. At your agency how are investigation reports monitored?

a. Interim reports required if case remains open after a specified period
of time
b. Reports are reviewed by a supervisor if prosecutorial action is
anticipated
c. Reports are reviewed by a supervisor before being filed if no
prosecutorial action is anticipated

56. For your agency how is the progress of investigations monitored? For each item below, indicate if it is
not monitored, or whether it is tracked manually or by computer.

a. Complaint
b. Case referred to investigations unit
c. Investigator reports/efforts

Not Monitored

Monitored
Manually

Monitored by
Computer

❏
❏
❏

❏
❏
❏

❏
❏
❏
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d. Laboratory analysis of evidence

❏
❏
❏
❏

e. Referral to prosecutor
f. Prosecutor disposition
g. Court disposition

❏
❏
❏
❏

❏
❏
❏
❏

57. Although it is not required in every jurisdiction, is the recording of police-witness and/or victim
interviewing legally required in your jurisdiction?
1. Yes
2. No
58. Although it is not required in every jurisdiction, is the recording of police-suspect interrogations legally
required in your jurisdiction?
1. Yes
2. No
59. Although it may not be legally required, do your investigators routinely record by audio or audio/visual
means interrogation of suspects?
1. Yes
2. No
60. Please indicate to what extent are victims notified of investigations by your agency.
Never
Sometimes
Usually
a. Notify victim of arrest of a suspect
b. Notify victim if case is cleared
c. Notify victim if a case is no longer actively
investigated
d. Notify victim of case prosecution status
e. Notify victim of court disposition

❏
❏
❏
❏
❏

❏
❏
❏
❏
❏

❏
❏
❏
❏
❏

Always

❏
❏
❏
❏
❏

61. Please indicate the extent to which each of the items listed below have posed legal problems during the
conduct of investigations in your agency during the past 5 years.

a. Arrests
b. Coercion
c. Corruption
d. Covert listening devices
e. Interview/interrogation

No Problem

Slight
Problem

Moderate
Problem

Large
Problem

❏
❏
❏
❏
❏

❏
❏
❏
❏
❏

❏
❏
❏
❏
❏

❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
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f. Relations with police unions
g. Relations with the media
h. Searches
i. Surveillance
j. Sting operations
k. Undercover activities
l. Use of informants

❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏

❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏

❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏

❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏

62. In order to improve investigative effectiveness what is the extent of your agency’s need for additional
funding in the areas listed below?
None
Slight
Moderate
Large
a. Equipment (e.g., vehicles, surveillance)
b. Evidence collection issues
c. Evidence processing (e.g., crime labs, DNA
analysis)
d. Funding for informants
e. Investigative operations (e.g., task forces, stings)
f. Personnel
g. Technology (e.g., computers, software)
h. Training

❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏

❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏

❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏

❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏

63. In order to share information regarding investigative activities, does your agency meet regularly with
other criminal justice agencies?
1. Yes
2. No
SECTION IV: INVESTIGATIVE EFFECTIVENESS
64. When judging an individual investigators performance at your agency what level of importance do
clearance rates have?
1. No importance
2. Low importance
3. Moderate importance
4. High importance
65. When judging the overall performance of investigative units at your agency, what level of importance
do clearance rates have?
1. No importance
2. Low importance
3. Moderate importance
4. High importance
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66. Has your agency experienced an increase or decline in the clearance of serious crimes in the past ten
years?
1. Increase in clearance rates
2. Decline in clearance rates
3. Remained Constant (no change in clearance rates)
67. For each of the items below please indicate the degree to which you believe that doing these for
investigators in your agency would help to improve clearance rates.

a. Assignment of investigators to work in pairs
b. Better public relations
c. Closer supervision of investigative efforts
d. Closer working relationships with uniformed
officers
e. Formal refresher training
f. Formal training upon appointment as investigator
g. Give patrol officers more investigative
responsibility
h. Give patrol officers less investigative
responsibility
i. Further investigative specialization
j. Improvements in evidence-related areas (collection,
analysis, funding, etc.)
k. Improvements in technology-related areas
(computerized database files, etc.)
1. Improvements in police/prosecutor relationships
m. Improvements in investigations management (case
screening, reports, etc.)
n. Increase in investigator manpower
0. More computerized investigative files
p. More emphasis on clearance rates for evaluation
q. More frequent meetings among investigators
r. More time to work unsolved cases
s. Organizational restructuring
(decentralization/centralization, etc.)
t. Reduction in investigator case load

None

Slight

Moderate

Large

❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏

❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏

❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏

❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
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68. Does your agency’s prosecutor have its own investigative staff?
1. Yes
2. No
69. Indicate the extent to which your local prosecutor’s office would usually be consulted about an
investigation prior to an arrest, other than for the purpose of obtaining a warrant. Please respond to each
crime type listed below.

a. Homicide
b. Major drug case
c. Multiple jurisdiction investigations
d. Official misconduct or corruption
e. Organized crime
f. Serious personal crimes
g. Serious property crimes
h. White collar crime
i. High Technology Crimes

Never

Sometimes

Usually

Always

❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏

❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏

❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏

❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏

70. Indicate the extent to which your local prosecutor’s office would assist in an investigation after an
arrest, other than for the purpose of obtaining a warrant.

a. Homicide
b. Major drug case
c. Multiple jurisdiction investigations
d. Official misconduct or corruption
e. Organized crime
f. Serious personal crimes
g. Serious property crimes
h. White collar crime
i. Technical computer/technology crimes

Never

Sometimes

Usually

Always

❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏

❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏

❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏

❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
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71. Is there a regular and continuing organizational relationship between your agency and your prosecutor’s
office aside from what is required for warrants and arrests?
1. Yes
2. No
72. Indicate the degree to which each of the following factors have been a problem in your agency’s
relationship with your prosecutor’s office.

a. Insufficient advice regarding legal issues
b. Insufficient feedback from prosecutor on cases not
prosecuted
c. Insufficient notice of prosecutor needs
d. Problems regarding court scheduling
e. Poor communication between investigators and
prosecutor
f. Prosecutor indifference to investigations
g. Prosecutor interference with investigations
h. Prosecutor non-responsiveness to agency requests
for support
i. Prosecutor pressure on agency investigations
j. Prosecutor release of investigative information to
the media
k. Requests to conduct unnecessary investigative
leads

No Problem

Slight
Problem

Moderate
Problem

Large
Problem

❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏

❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏

❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏

❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏

SECTION V: INVESTIGATIVE SUPPORT
73. Are there any evidence technicians employed by your agency (persons specifically designated to collect
and/or process evidence at crime scenes)?
1. Yes
2. No
74. Indicate the number of evidence technicians authorized for full-time, part-time, or as an additional
duty?
N/A

❏

❏

75. Is specialized experience or training required for people who are designated as evidence technicians in
your agency?
1. Yes
2. No
3. NA

161
76. If YES, what type?

(1) A college degree
(2) Investigative experience
(3) Some college education
(4) Specialized in-house training
(5) Specialized training outside of your agency
(6) Sworn officer experience

Yes

No

N/A

❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏

❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏

❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏

77. In your agency, how would the investigative staff describe their access to routine crime laboratory
services? Mark only one.
1. Available but difficult to get timely access
2. Readily available in all cases
3. Readily available but only in serious cases
4. Access is limited, hindering some investigations
78. How would investigators at your agency describe the average turn-around time for analysis other than
for drug/alcohol cases when they make use of routine crime laboratory services? Mark only one.
1. Timely
2. Somewhat slow
3. Very slow
4. Completely inadequate
79. Does your agency have unsolved cases that are currently backlogged due to the fact there is no DNA
analysis readily available?
1. Yes
2. No
80. If YES, why is DNA analysis not readily available?

(1) Lack of funding
(2) Lack of qualified personnel

Yes

No

❏
❏

❏
❏

81. Who provides the Automated Fingerprint Identification System (AFIS) service, when your agency uses
it?
a. Your agency’s own AFIS
b. A state administered AFIS
c. A federally administered AFIS

Yes

No

❏
❏
❏

❏
❏
❏
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82. At your agency are the types of records listed below available to investigators in manual or computer
form? Mark all that apply.

a. Crime reports
b. Arrest reports
c. Case disposition
d. Prosecution disposition
e. Court dispositions
f. Summary crime statistics

Not readily
available

Available
manually

Available on
computer

❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏

❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏

❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏

83. Please indicate below the files that are maintained by your agency to support investigations. Mark all
that apply.

a. Fingerprints
b. Known offender
c. M.O. file
d. Mug shot
e. Organized crime intelligence
f. Narcotics intelligence
g. Sex offender
h. Stolen property
i. Stolen vehicles

Not readily
available

Available
manually

Available on
computer

❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏

❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏

❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏

84. Mark all of the following to which uniformed officers and/or investigators have daily access to.

a. E-mail
b. Cell telephones
c. Internet
d. Pagers

Uniformed
Officers

Investigators

❏
❏
❏
❏

❏
❏
❏
❏
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e. Voice mail

❏
❏

f. Smart phone (i.e. phones with internet, etc.)

❏
❏

85. Does your agency plan to upgrade or enhance any of the following within the next year?
Yes
a. Computers in vehicles
b. Crime analysis capabilities
c. Crime report and case disposition files (arrest reports, court
dispositions, etc.)
d. Investigative support files (fingerprints, known offender, M.O. file,
intelligence files, etc.)
e. Personal communication devices (e-mail, cell phones, internet, smart
phone, etc.)

❏
❏
❏
❏
❏

No

❏
❏
❏
❏
❏

86. At your agency, is investigative work in general misrepresented in the popular media (CSI, television,
movies, etc.)?
1. Yes
2. No
87. IF YES, to what degree do you think investigations work is misrepresented in the following areas?

(1) Interrogations
(2) Investigator discretion
(3) Investigator intellectual ability
(4) Investigator physical ability
(5) Relationships with supervisors
(6) Relationships with suspects
(7) Relationships with the public
(8) Relationships with uniformed officers
(9) Relationships with victims and/or
witnesses
(10) Use of excessive force
(11) Use of informants
(12) Crime Scene Investigation/Use of DNA

None

Slight

Moderate

Large

❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏

❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏

❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏

❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
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88. To what extent, within the past five years, has research in the areas identified below directly influenced
your agency policy and/or practice regarding the criminal investigation process?

a. Case screening
b. Criminal investigations management
c. Decentralization/centralization of
investigators
d. Computerized data bases (e.g., AFIS)
e. Forensic science applications (e.g., DNA)
f. Investigator selection techniques
g. Relationships between investigations and
community policing
h. Team policing
i. Access to and/or training in high
technology assets

None

Slight

Moderate

Large

❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏

❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏

❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏

❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏

89. What priority would you give to each of the following areas if additional research on the criminal
investigative process were to be undertaken?

a. Case screening
b. Clearance rates
c. Crime intelligence/mapping/information
systems
d. Decentralization/centralization of
investigators
e. Generalization/specialization of
investigator roles
f. Integration of community policing and
investigations
g. Interagency cooperation
h. Investigator relationships within
communities
i. Investigator selection
j. Investigator training
k. Management of continuing investigations
1. Performance evaluation of investigators
m. Police/prosecutor relations

None

Low

Moderate

High

❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏

❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏

❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏

❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
❏
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n. Prosecution and conviction rates
0. Technological improvements in
investigations management
p. Technological improvements in
investigative techniques
q. The investigative role of patrol officers

❏
❏
❏
❏

❏
❏
❏
❏

❏
❏
❏
❏

❏
❏
❏
❏
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